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Subtitle B—Coverage of Commission Under 

Certain Laws and Programs 
Sec. 811. Treatment of Commission personnel 

under certain civil service laws 
Amends 5 U.S.C. 7323(b)(2)(B)(i)(I) and 

3132(a)(1)(C) to specify that Commission per-
sonnel are covered by the Hatch Act and that 
the Commission is excluded from the Senior 
Executive Service. 
Sec. 812. Coverage under Inspector General Act 

of 1978
Amends section 8G(a)(2) of the Inspector 

General Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) to provide 
for coverage under that Act. 
TITLE IX—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
Sec. 901. State defined 

Defines State to include the District of Co-
lumbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
Guam, American Samoa, and the United 
States Virgin Islands. 
Sec. 902. Audits and repayment of funds

Requires recipients of grants or payments 
under the Act to keep records consistent 
with sound accounting principles to facili-
tate an effective audit. Authorizes each of-
fice that makes a grant or payment to audit 
or examine books, documents, papers and 
records of any recipient which are deemed 
pertinent to the grant or payment. Stipu-
lates that the provision applies to all recipi-
ents of grants or payments under the Act. 
Requires that all funds provided under the 
Act are subject to mandatory audit by the 
Comptroller General at least once during the 
lifetime of the program, with the same ac-
cess to records as the grant-making office. 
Stipulates that the Election Administration 
Commission is deemed the office making the 
grant with respect to General Services 
grants or payments. Requires that, if the 
Comptroller General determines that an ex-
cess payment has been made or the recipient 
is not in compliance, the recipient must pay 
the grant-making office an amount that re-
flects the excess payment or the proportion 
representing noncompliance. 
Sec. 903. Clarification of ability of election offi-

cials to remove registrants from official list 
of voters on grounds of change of residence 

Amends the National Voter Registration 
Act of 1993 to clarify the ability of election 
officials to remove from the voter registra-
tion list the name of an individual who has 
not responded to a notice from the registrar 
of voters and who has not voted in two or 
more consecutive general elections for Fed-
eral office. 

The minimum standard requires that re-
moval of those deemed ineligible must be 
done in a manner consistent with the Na-
tional Voter Registration Act (NVRA). The 
procedures established by NVRA that guard 
against removal of eligible registrants re-
main in effect under this Act. Accordingly, 
H.R. 3295 leaves NVRA intact, and does not 
undermine it in any way. 
Sec. 904. Review and report on adequacy of ex-

isting electoral fraud statutes and penalties 
Requires the Attorney General to conduct 

a review of existing criminal statutes to de-
termine whether additional statutory of-
fenses are needed to secure the use of the 
Internet in elections and whether existing 
penalties are adequate with respect to such 
offenses. Requires the Attorney General to 
submit a report on that review to the House 
and Senate Judiciary Committees, the Sen-
ate Rules and Administration Committee, 
and the House Administration Committee. 
Sec. 905. Other criminal penalties 

Stipulates that individuals who provide 
false information with respect to registering 
to vote or voting, or conspire to provide such 
false information, will be fined, imprisoned, 
or both in accordance with 42 U.S.C.1973i(c). 

Sec. 906. No effect on other laws 
Stipulates that nothing in the Act, except 

as specifically provided in section 303(b), au-
thorizes or requires conduct prohibited by 
the Voting Rights Act of 1965, the Voting Ac-
cessibility for the Elderly and Handicapped 
Act, the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens 
Absentee Voting Act, the National Voter 
Registration Act of 1993, the Americans With 
Disabilities Act of 1990, or the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973; or may be construed to super-
sede, restrict, or limit those Acts.
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FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF H. 
RES. 114, AUTHORIZATION FOR 
USE OF MILITARY FORCE 
AGAINST IRAQ RESOLUTION OF 
2002 
Mr. PAYNE. Madam Speaker, I yield 

5 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. HOLT), a member of the 
Committee on Education and the 

Workforce, but in his other life he was 
a nuclear physicist and a person who 
certainly knows the danger of weapons 
of mass destruction. 

Mr. HOLT. Madam Speaker, I thank 
my friend and colleague for yielding 
me this time. 

Madam Speaker, this past Sunday 
during a pancake breakfast at a fire-
house in my hometown, one of my con-
stituents approached me. ‘‘Why have 
we gotten into this headlong rush into 
war,’’ he asked? ‘‘Why haven’t we first 
exhausted all the other possibilities for 
dealing with Saddam?’’

His questions reflected both my feel-
ings and those of so many other Ameri-
cans: Where is the pressing need to 
send our Nation, our servicemen and 
women, into a potentially bloody, cost-
ly war that could threaten rather than 
strengthen our national security? 

I will vote ‘‘no’’ on this resolution. 
It is true that Saddam Hussein has 

for years presented a threat to his own 
people, to the Asian region, to the 
world. His relentless pursuit of weap-
ons of mass destruction is unconscion-
able. We have a legal and a moral obli-
gation to hold him accountable for his 
flagrant violation of international law 
and his maniacal disregard for human 
decency. 

I applaud the President for re-
focusing international attention on the 
Iraqi threat. This is something that I 
followed with concern since I worked in 
the State Department 15 years ago on 
nuclear nonproliferation. However, I 
believe it is at the least premature and 
more likely contrary to our national 
interests, the national interests of the 
United States, for Congress to author-
ize military action against Iraq now. 

As I reviewed the arguments for and 
against this resolution, I found myself 
returning repeatedly to some basic 
questions. Would a unilateral Amer-
ican military attack against Iraq re-
duce the threat that Saddam Hussein 
poses? In other words, would a Saddam 
facing certain destruction be less like-
ly or more likely to unleash his weap-
ons of mass destruction on his neigh-
bors, his own people, or on Americans? 
Will a unilateral military attack 
against Iraq strengthen our greater 
and more pressing effort to combat al 
Qaeda and global terrorism? Will it 
bolster our ability to promote our 
many other national security interests 
around the world? In other words, will 
it make Americans more secure? I be-
lieve the answer to all of these ques-
tions is a resounding no. 

Why should we undertake actions 
that make more likely the very thing 
we want to prevent? 

Madam Speaker, I also believe that 
the reaction to such a unilateral act 
would irrevocably weaken the inter-
national coalition we have built to 
fight terrorism across the globe. Yes, 
Iraq is one of the major threats facing 
international order, but it is by no 
means the only dangerous one. We can-
not allow our contempt for the Hussein 
regime to detract us from achieving 
our long-term security goals. 
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Now, while I have no doubt that our 

military would successfully depose 
Saddam Hussein, we risk inflaming 
rather than diminishing the terrorist 
threat to the United States. We are 
adding a likely threat to our security. 

The administration has tried and 
failed to prove that Saddam’s regime is 
an immediate threat to American secu-
rity, and it has simply failed to explain 
to the American people what would be 
the costs and what would be our re-
sponsibilities in a post-Saddam Iraq. 

This resolution would give the Presi-
dent a blank check, in the words of my 
constituents, and would allow him to 
use Iraq to launch a new military and 
diplomatic doctrine, a dangerous, un-
wise doctrine. 

I believe that by taking unilateral, 
preemptive military action against 
Iraq, we would set a dangerous prece-
dent that would threaten the inter-
national order. I believe that we can 
and should take the lead in eliminating 
the threat posed by Saddam Hussein 
not by taking unilateral military ac-
tion. I believe that if we consult ac-
tively with our allies in the region, in 
NATO, in the U.N. Security Council, 
we will be able to undertake effective 
inspections and end Saddam’s threat. I 
do not believe that we need the permis-
sion of our allies to take action, but I 
do believe that we need their partner-
ship to be successful in the long run. 

Madam Speaker, we can and we will 
disarm Iraq and end Saddam’s threat. 
The United Nations and the inter-
national community may recognize the 
need to take military action. The 
American people will understand and 
be prepared for that possibility. Now, 
they are not. Now, they are saying 
that, for the United States, war should 
and must always be our last recourse.

Mr. HAYES. Madam Speaker, it is 
my privilege to yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. FORBES), 
an active member of the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

Mr. FORBES. Madam Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of this resolution, 
not as some would mistakenly say in 
strong support of war but, rather, as 
history will proclaim, in strong sup-
port of an America free from the fear of 
terrorism. 

Today, this House finds itself debat-
ing at one of the most significant 
crossroads in our fight against ter-
rorism, as we ask why we must now 
focus our attention on the most power-
ful terrorist in the world, Saddam Hus-
sein. 

I ask this question of those who 
would have us close our eyes and sit on 
our hands: Can we afford to wait any 
longer? 

Since September 11, 2001, the United 
States has worked to ensure that fu-
ture attacks on our soil do not occur. 
We did not choose that fight. We did 
not choose to have thousands of inno-
cent victims perish in brutal attacks. 
But we now have to win this fight 
against all of those who would seek to 
use force against the American people. 

It is no longer enough to punish evil 
after it has destroyed innocent lives. 
We must fight to ensure that evil does 
not succeed and protect the innocent 
as well as punish the guilty. Such a 
threat lies in Saddam Hussein if he is 
not disarmed and ousted as leader of 
his regime in Iraq. 

Madam Speaker, the Fourth Congres-
sional District of Virginia is home to 
many servicemen and women. They are 
not statistics, they are not numbers, 
they are my friends, my neighbors, and 
members of my church. But, Madam 
Speaker, they are ready to remove the 
Iraqi leader who seeks to destroy the 
freedoms that we as Americans hold 
dear. 

The President addressed last night, 
and I think it is important to reiterate 
today, that we have a duty to act now 
to prevent a first strike attack by Iraq. 
Procrastination will only increase the 
threat that terrorist agents will once 
again cross over into our borders. But 
why now? Because over the past 11 
years, the international community 
agreed on 16 United Nations Security 
Council resolutions designed to ensure 
that Iraq does not pose a threat to 
international peace and security. Be-
cause the world witnessed what an un-
checked Saddam Hussein was capable 
of doing, and the world has waited 
while Saddam Hussein has violated 
each and every resolution that the 
United Nations has put forward. 

To those who today cry, wait, wait, 
wait, I ask, if we have waited over 11 
years for Saddam to fully disarm his 
chemical and biological weapons of 
mass destruction under the supervision 
of inspectors, how much longer should 
we wait? If we have waited 11 years for 
Saddam to disarm all ballistic missiles 
with a range greater than 150 kilo-
meters, how much longer should we 
wait?

b 2115 

If we have waited 11 years for Sad-
dam to agree to not use, develop, con-
struct, or acquire any weapons of mass 
destruction, how much longer should 
we wait? 

If we have waited 8 years for Saddam 
to agree not to enhance military capa-
bility in southern Iraq, how much 
longer should we wait? 

If we have waited 6 years for Saddam 
to report shipments of dual-purpose 
items related to weapons of mass de-
struction to the U.N. and IAEA, how 
much longer should we wait? 

And if we have waited 5 years for 
Saddam to give immediate, unfettered 
access to the Iraqi officials whom U.N. 
inspectors want to interview, how 
much longer should we wait? 

And if we have waited 4 years for 
Saddam to reinstate U.N. weapons in-
spectors to have full and unrestricted 
access to weapons production facilities, 
how much longer should we wait? 

Madam Speaker, we have waited long 
enough. We cannot wait until Saddam 
completes reconstruction of his weap-
ons factories. We cannot wait until we 

are allowed to read the certificate of 
occupancy posted on the walls of these 
facilities, announcing more fear and 
terror to the free world. We cannot 
wait until he has nuclear capabilities. 
We cannot wait for history to repeat 
itself while trying to appease yet an-
other unchecked dictator. 

Now is the time to act. Now is the 
time to fulfill our obligation to protect 
the American people. Now is the time 
to pass this resolution. 

Mr. PAYNE. Madam Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. SNYDER), a member of the 
Committee on Armed Services and a 
person who has personally gone in 
harm’s way in the war between Ethi-
opia and Eritrea, so he knows the dev-
astation of war. 

Mr. SNYDER. Madam Speaker, as 
one of the 435 Members of this House, I 
have found this issue facing us for the 
last several weeks and months just one 
of those visceral, gut issues that just 
tears us up. 

I have my space shuttle tie on this 
morning. I got up this morning and 
wore it because the space shuttle is 
way there, and right now every 90 min-
utes they are looking at this magnifi-
cent globe and they are seeing this 
beautiful Earth. We are down here de-
bating about the ugliness; they are up 
there seeing the beauty. It tears me up, 
and I know it tears up all Americans as 
we are debating this. 

I have to take some reaction with the 
previous speaker. Just because I dis-
agree with the resolution on the floor 
does not mean I have my eyes closed, 
and it does not mean I am sitting on 
my hands. It may mean that I have a 
different and better approach, and we 
would do better to listen to each other 
than to accuse folks of being blinded 
and somehow not seeing the world as it 
is. 

The very process that we have set up 
here, in which we divide time between 
yes and no and yes and no, I think 
there are a lot of people in this House 
that have a lot of questions, and a lot 
of questions are being asked by people 
who are already staking out a position. 
Even those of us who have decided have 
a lot of questions about what is hap-
pening. 

We all want to be loyal to our Presi-
dent. That is not an issue. I know that 
my Republican friends have had their 
leadership come and say, we have to be 
loyal to our President. He is all our 
President. We all want him to do well. 
The issue is, how can we best help our 
President, George W. Bush, do well? 

I will tell the Members one thing, 
overstatements do not help. Com-
paring, on one side, Saddam Hussein or 
Iraq to Nazi Germany, or on the other 
side comparing Saddam Hussein to 
Vietnam, they do not help. This is a pe-
culiar situation facing the world now, 
and we had better deal with it, recog-
nizing it is a peculiar situation never 
before faced in the world. 

We all have proof Saddam is a bad 
guy; that is not the issue. The issue is, 
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how do we approach this particular bad 
guy at this moment in history? We had 
better approach this with some humil-
ity. This Congress has done a lousy job 
of predicting budget surpluses and defi-
cits in our own Congress for 1 year, and 
yet we are now making predictions on 
both sides about what the world will 
look like if we do or do not take cer-
tain actions. We had better approach 
this with a great deal of humility 
about our ability to predict future 
events. 

One thing that I have done, as a lot 
of Members have in the last few 
months, is try to spend time with as 
many military officers as I can. A lot 
of them are retired. There are a lot of 
doubts being expressed by people who 
have retired from the military. 

The Philadelphia Enquirer has a 
story today: ‘‘Officials’ Private Doubts 
on Iraq War. Some military intel-
ligence and diplomatic sources say 
hawks are overstating the danger that 
Baghdad poses,’’ talking about doubts 
being expressed by those in the mili-
tary. 

We still have a couple of days left. I 
would encourage the Members who are 
still asking those questions to take the 
time to sit down with retired military 
or even their close friends within the 
military and just say, in complete and 
honest candor, what do you think? 
Maybe that will help resolve some of 
those questions. 

The United Nations, those of us who 
think that the United Nations would be 
helpful in this process are not turning 
over the national security to the 
United Nations, but it is a different 
fact situation for this Congress and for 
the American people if we go alone or 
if we go with the United Nations.

That is not an unreasonable question 
to ask: Is it different if the United 
States goes alone? Is it different if the 
United States does it with the United 
Nations? I am one of those who thinks 
that we would be much stronger in the 
future if we go with the United Na-
tions. It does not mean I am turning 
over the national security to the 
United Nations. 

Is there anything wrong with the 
Congress deciding this very specific 
fact situation several weeks or months 
from now if the President decides we 
are going to have to go alone in this 
business without the United Nations? 
That is a different fact situation than 
if the United Nations is behind us. It 
does not mean we are turning over the 
national security to the U.N. 

Resentment. I do not know how we 
can predict these future events, but the 
resentment of the Arab world, I just 
talked with General Zinni a few days 
ago, is as great as he has ever seen. If 
we mishandle the situation, it will be 
even greater. I would encourage Mem-
bers to be analyzing this situation: 
What do our words and actions do for 
the next few years with our relation-
ships with Arab countries? 

I think our number one strategic 
goal and interest in the Middle East is 

to solve the security issues for the 
Israelis and Palestinians, even if it 
means 40,000 or 50,000 U.S. troops sta-
tioned there for years. What best helps 
that situation to be resolved? I think a 
lot of Members are saying that taking 
out Saddam Hussein may help, but we 
can sure come up with scenarios that it 
may not help guarantee the security of 
Israel and a peaceful Palestinian state. 

The commitment to rebuild, I was 
talking to one of my colleagues in Ar-
kansas, talking about our commitment 
to rebuild Iraq and Afghanistan. He 
said we have never fulfilled our com-
mitment to rebuild the Delta after the 
Civil War. Why do we think we may ac-
tually follow through with our com-
mitment to rebuild Iraq and rebuild de-
mocracy in Iraq? It is a very important 
issue. 

Probably the overriding issue for me 
is war should only be used as a last re-
sort. So the overriding question for me, 
in addition to what best helps reduce 
the risks of something happening to 
Americans, is have we reached the 
point where this is the last resort? I do 
not think we have reached that point. 

The President said last night that we 
may not have to go to war. Those of us 
who very much are loyal to our Presi-
dent are saying, Mr. President, you 
would get a bigger vote for your resolu-
tion if you would say, first let me try 
it at the United Nations. If I am not 
successful, then I will come back to 
you, because then I would know that 
war unilaterally for America is the last 
resort. But we are not at that point 
today. 

The gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. SPRATT) has offered an amend-
ment with several of us that I think re-
solves a lot of these issues. It will get 
a bigger vote, if it was the base resolu-
tion, it would have a larger vote if the 
President would support it than the 
underlying resolution. It would send a 
strong signal to the international com-
munity. 

It would say to the President, if you 
get the U.N. behind you in a way that 
you find satisfactory, you are author-
ized to use force; however, if you are 
not successful, please come back and 
let the Congress analyze the fact situa-
tion representing the American people 
at that time, and let us together decide 
what is best with the authorization of 
force in this very difficult world that 
we face today. 

Madam Speaker, I thank my col-
leagues who care so much about these 
issues. 

Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself 1 minute. 

Madam Speaker, I do feel compelled 
to respond to one point that my col-
league, the gentleman from Arkansas, 
made. We need to make clear that the 
leadership and the President have not 
come to any Members of the body and 
asked them to support him as a matter 
of loyalty or for anything else. 

There are 435 Members of this body 
who will each come to their own deci-
sion on the justness and the rightness 

of this cause, and each of us will vote 
as a matter of conscience as individ-
uals; and the President and leadership 
have not twisted our arms, or even 
asked us to do anything otherwise.

Madam Speaker, the President has asked 
the Congress for the authority to use force 
against Iraq. This week the Congress will con-
sider a resolution giving him that authority. I 
will be voting in favor of the Joint Resolution. 

There is a very high standard and a narrow 
set of circumstances that would cause me to 
vote to authorize the use of force other than 
in self-defense against an armed attack 
against the United States or its allies. 

Over the last month, I have listened to brief-
ings and testimony, reviewed evidence, read 
reports and sought out independent experts to 
ask questions about Iraq and its nuclear, 
chemical and biological weapons program. I 
believe that, if left unchecked, it is likely that 
Saddam Hussein will cause these weapons to 
be used against the American people. The ef-
fect of such an attack would be devastating. 
We cannot wait for him to strike first. 

The evidence that Iraq has and is further 
developing weapons of mass destruction is 
convincing. Iraq has chemical and biological 
weapons including mustard gas, sarin nerve 
gas and anthrax. We believe he may have 
other deadly diseases he is making into weap-
ons. Iraq had an advanced nuclear weapons 
program before the Gulf War and is seeking to 
develop nuclear weapons again. 

Saddam Hussein’s intent is more difficult to 
discern. I believe the evidence of his ultimate 
intent to use these weapons or cause them to 
be used against the American people is strong 
enough that we cannot afford to ignore it. Iraq 
is developing missiles that can hit neighboring 
states and is building unmanned aerial vehi-
cles to spread chemical and biological agents. 
I am concerned that Iraq is exploring ways to 
use these aerial vehicles for missions tar-
geting the United States.

Saddam’s aggressiveness, hatred of the 
United States and willingness to use chemical 
weapons is clearly established. Iraq has in-
vaded its neighbors and has used chemical 
weapons against its own people. He is a bru-
tal dictator and a tyrant. Being a brutal tyrant 
does not justify the use of force by America; 
the world has plenty of tyrants. But his past 
behavior provides context and credence to the 
assessment of his intent. 

We are a moral people. We do not covet 
anyone else’s territory or resources. We do 
not seek to destroy other civilizations or in-
volve ourselves in the internal affairs of other 
states. The decision to authorize the use of 
force in advance of any attack is a grave one 
which I do not take lightly. 

One of the defining characteristics of inter-
national relations in the twentieth century was 
the steadily declining legitimacy of the use of 
force by states other than in self-defense. This 
trend enhanced the stability and order of the 
system of sovereign states that has developed 
since the sixteenth century. 

At the zenith of our military power, wielding 
enormous political, economic and social influ-
ence, America must not squander our moral 
authority by yielding to the temptation to justify 
using our military power preemptively other 
than in highly unusual circumstances. While 
the current threat posed by Iraq meets that 
high standard, we should be careful to ac-
knowledge just how high the standard is. Oth-
erwise, our rhetoric and actions could be used 
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to justify erosion of the general prohibition of 
the use of force by other states, undermining 
the stability of the system we seek to bolster. 

I am voting to authorize the use of force 
against Iraq because it possesses and is fur-
ther developing weapons of mass destruction 
and the means to deliver those weapons and 
because I believe that Iraq intends to use 
those weapons against Americans. 

We should not go to war because another 
country represses its own minorities. Repres-
sion of minorities is a widespread human 
rights violation. We should not go to war be-
cause another country has failed to account 
for missing prisoners of war, as disdainful as 
that is. We should not go to war because an-
other country simply possesses weapons of 
mass destruction. There are at least 12 states 
that already posses nuclear weapons, includ-
ing some of our allies as well as former adver-
saries. Possession of these weapons alone is 
insufficient justification. We should not go to 
war because a country is trading outside of a 
sanctions regime. 

Iraq is doing all of these things. But the set 
of circumstances that justifies this authoriza-
tion to use force is very narrow and is related 
to Iraq’s chemical, biological and nuclear 
weapons program and Saddam’s intent to use 
those weapons against Americans. There is 
no objection to wait for him to strike first. We 
have a limited right of anticipatory self-defense 
and we must exercise it in this case. We can-
not make a clear statement about the immi-
nence of the threat from Saddam nor is it like-
ly we would ever be able to until it was too 
late. In that sense, the threats of the twenty-
first century are unlike those of the past. With 
these weapons, imminence is imperceptible 
and the risk of inaction is incalculable. 

The joint resolution supports the President’s 
diplomatic efforts to build a coalition to con-
front Iraq. Iraq has defied resolutions of the 
UN Security Council with impunity. The Presi-
dent was right to go to the UN and make the 
case for action against Iraq. In some respects, 
this current crisis is a test of the UN’s contin-
ued relevance. If the UN is not willing to act 
collectively, we will have to build a coalition of 
states outside of the UN to act. This is, with-
out doubt, a turning point for the United Na-
tions as an institution. 

Our top foreign policy priority must be to win 
the war on terrorism. There are ninety-plus 
states cooperating in that effort—for the most 
part involving their law enforcement and intel-
ligence services. By building international sup-
port for any action against Iraq we can mini-
mize the possibility that any of those states 
will distance themselves from this cooperation. 
Perhaps more importantly for the long term, 
military action against Iraq is bound to stir op-
position among some in the Middle East. It will 
be easier to manage resentment if we build a 
coalition of states, including states in the Gulf 
Region. 

While much of our attention has been fo-
cused on whether we should confront Iraq, in 
making my decision to support this resolution, 
I have also considered whether we can. Over 
the last year our military forces have been at 
increased operational tempo fighting a war in 
Afghanistan and defending the homeland. 
While Saddam’s forces are considerably 
smaller than they were during the Gulf War, 
so are ours. I have been repeatedly assured 
by our military commanders and our civilian 
defense leadership that we have the forces, 

munitions, logistics, communications systems, 
spare parts, and the people it will take to pre-
vail. They are trained and combat readiness 
levels are restored or being restored. 

I have also been assured that our military 
strategy will be tied to our political objective. I 
opposed the use of force in Kosovo because 
we had a military strategy that used limited air 
power to achieve a largely humanitarian mis-
sion to prevent door-to-door ethnic cleansing 
in Kosovo. I have been assured that we will 
act with the full power of the U.S. military, giv-
ing them the force necessary to win and come 
home again. 

The Congress authorizes the President to 
use force if all other means fail. We do not 
command the military or instruct the diplomats. 
I hope that, faced with the military might of a 
united coalition led by the United States, Sad-
dam will choose to end his nuclear, chemical 
and biological weapons program and disarm. I 
hope this will not require military action, but it 
may. 

People who have served in uniform are 
often the most reluctant to go to war—and I 
am no exception to that general rule. We 
know the risks; we know the limitations; and 
we know many of the likely participants. There 
are great risks in this potential action. But 
those risks will not diminish over time. And 
there are also great risks of inaction. 

We did not choose this challenge. But faced 
with it, we cannot turn away.

Madam Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. WILSON). 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 
Madam Speaker, I thank the gentle-
woman from New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON) 
for her leadership tonight; and at this 
time I would like, as one of the newest 
Members of Congress and the most jun-
ior member of the Committee on 
Armed Services, to join in support of 
this bipartisan resolution. 

I am here tonight with a number of 
different perspectives. The first is that 
I am a military parent. Additionally, I 
am a member of the Army National 
Guard. Also, I am a desert war trainee 
and a Member of Congress. 

The most important role that I have 
tonight is that I am a military parent. 
I am very proud that I have three sons 
in the military. My oldest son, Alan, is 
a first lieutenant in the field artillery 
of the Army National Guard in South 
Carolina. He has just returned from ad-
vanced training at Fort Sill, Okla-
homa. 

Additionally, I am very proud of my 
son, Addison, Jr., who is a Naval Acad-
emy graduate and an ensign in the U.S. 
Navy, and he is currently at USUMS, 
the uniformed services university med-
ical school here at Bethesda, Maryland. 

Finally, I have another son, Julian, 
who is a junior at Clemson University, 
which is in the district of my col-
league, the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM). He is a member 
of the Army ROTC, and his heritage is 
extremely significant to me. His grand-
father, Julian Dusenbury, was awarded 
the Naval Cross for his service at Oki-
nawa in the seizure of Shuri Castle. 

Finally, I am here also as a member 
of the National Guard. I am the only 

Member of Congress who is serving cur-
rently in the National Guard, and I am 
very proud of the people that I serve 
and work with. I know that they are 
trained and they are competent and 
they are dedicated to protecting Amer-
ica. 

I am here as a person who, 2 years 
ago, and I may have the most recent 
desert war training, served at Fort 
Irwin in California, the Mojave Desert, 
at the National Training Center in a 
rotation. I know that the American 
military is trained and ready for mili-
tary service. 

As a Member of Congress, I know, 
Madam Speaker, that today we are dis-
cussing one of the most important de-
cisions that we as United States Rep-
resentatives will ever face. The ques-
tion before us is whether or not to sup-
port the bipartisan resolution author-
izing the use of American military 
force against Saddam Hussein and his 
Iraqi regime as part of the continuing 
war on terrorism. 

There is no doubt that each of us 
brings different perspectives to this de-
bate, and for good reason. This is the 
people’s House of Representatives; and, 
therefore, we should reflect the dif-
ferent people across this great country. 

In the case of Iraq, Saddam Hussein 
has proven himself to be a brutal dic-
tator in possession of chemical and bio-
logical weapons of mass destruction 
and aggressively, according to the Brit-
ish Prime Minister, seeking nuclear ca-
pabilities. He has shown his willingness 
to use these weapons even against his 
own people. 

Saddam has continually harbored 
and supported known terrorist organi-
zations, including members of the al 
Qaeda, the terrorist group linked to 
the murderous attacks on September 11 
in New York, Pennsylvania, and Wash-
ington. 

Saddam has also attempted to assas-
sinate a U.S. President and fired thou-
sands of attacks against American and 
British Air Forces in the no-fly zones 
of Iraq. 

In his own country, Saddam Hussein 
has carried on one of the most cruel 
and barbaric regimes in the world, 
murdering political enemies, raping 
the wives of his foes, and torturing 
their children. 

So what are we to do about this mad-
man? Saddam Hussein is an enemy of 
the United States. This is a Stalin and 
a Hitler who has the capability of mur-
der of thousands of innocent American 
men, women, and children, and who 
supports and harbors terrorists. 

In history, there have been some en-
emies of freedom and liberty that re-
spect nothing but the threat of supe-
rior military force. Saddam Hussein’s 
Iraqi regime is such a threat. America 
has become the target because America 
is the world’s symbol of freedom, lib-
erty, and democracy. As one of Amer-
ica’s great Presidents, Ronald Reagan, 
showed us in the Cold War, peace is 
achieved through strength, as he 
achieved victory in the Cold War. 

VerDate 0ct 02 2002 04:13 Oct 09, 2002 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00099 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A08OC7.102 H08PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7272 October 8, 2002
While I have no desire to see my chil-

dren sent to war, we may be left with 
no other choice. I can assure the Mem-
bers that as a member of the military, 
as a military parent, that the Amer-
ican military is ready and willing to 
answer the call to preserve freedom 
and liberty for generations to come, 
and to stop the threat posed by Sad-
dam Hussein to the innocent lives of 
the American public.

b 2130 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to support this bipartisan reso-
lution. 

Mr. PAYNE. Madam Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. SERRANO), a member of the 
Committee on Appropriations and a 
fighter for human rights. 

(Mr. SERRANO asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SERRANO. Madam Speaker, 
when September 11, 2001, happened, I 
was in New York City. And as the enor-
mity of what terrorism could do to my 
city hit me, I was stunned. Then I wept 
with all of those innocent people who 
were simply doing their jobs and living 
their lives when one moment of hate 
lost their lives. There has, however, 
not been any conclusive evidence that 
links al Qaeda to those responsible for 
the tragedy with Iraq. 

Some question whether those who op-
pose this resolution are forgetting 
those who died on September 11. Some 
question our patriotism. Though I 
should not have to affirm my patriot-
ism, I say simply that I love my coun-
try, I love my city of New York, and I 
am not afraid to deal with those who 
attacked it. It is the most basic of our 
purposes as a national government to 
defend our Nation. But here we speak 
of a different matter. 

If our ultimate goal is to disarm Iraq 
and all chemical and biological weap-
ons, how does giving our President this 
right to go to war accomplish that 
goal? Would not working with the U.N. 
to implement a program of rigorous in-
spections move us closer to our goal? 

This new doctrine announced by the 
President that the U.S. has the right to 
engage in a preemptive strike, which 
he seeks to implement through this 
resolution, frightens me and estab-
lishes a troubling precedent. This is a 
doctrine better left unused. It con-
travenes a half century of developed 
international law of which the U.S. has 
been a champion. Taking this idea to 
its logical conclusion means that India 
and Pakistan, for instance, nations 
with nuclear weapons and a history of 
conflict, may no longer feel bound by 
the limitations on the use of force that 
have been agreed to by the family of 
nations. The U.N. would become irrele-
vant, and the checks and balances that 
membership in the U.N. places on its 
members states will no longer apply. 

Even if we have strike and success-
fully defeat Iraq militarily, will this 
make our Nation a safer place to live? 

The administration often talks about 
regime change in Iraq and the need to 
remove Saddam Hussein from power. 
Yet in 1991 we decided against regime 
change because of concern of the over-
all stability of the region. What has 
happened since that time that has 
changed the goals of military action? 

As a Nation we need to plan and 
think beyond what passage of this reso-
lution and a military victory would 
mean. The U.S. would need to expend 
at least the next 10 years involved in 
occupation, reconstruction and rebuild-
ing. That is the point that no one 
seems to talk about, the fact that after 
we defeat Saddam Hussein we have to 
stay in Iraq, some experts say, at least 
for 10 years. 

One point also that surprises me that 
very few people, if any, bring up is, has 
anyone told us how we will defend 
Israel when Saddam Hussein and his 
madness, against the wall, decides to 
attack Israel? Those of us who support 
the State of Israel know that that is 
not part of this discussion at all. 

The last point that I would like to 
make is that we should, in our expend-
ing a lot of energy in trying to reach 
out to young Arab men and women, to 
tell them, to show them that we are 
not their enemy. By attacking an Arab 
country when even our allies in the 
Arab world do not support us will only, 
in my opinion, grow the hatred against 
this country. At the expense of sound-
ing ridiculous, it could be said that it 
would be an increase in al Qaeda mem-
bership. 

We were founded on the principles of 
justice and strong morality. We have 
to be careful now that as we take and 
embark on this road we do not hurt 
ourselves while we try to help our-
selves. 

We embarked on a war against ter-
rorism. Now we are being told that at-
tacking Iraq is part of that war. Yet 
Osama bin Laden, from all accounts, is 
still alive; and there is still work that 
has to be done. 

This is by far the most difficult vote 
that anyone can take. But I end this 
speech tonight as I began it and as I 
spoke 11 or 12 years ago. We have to be 
careful. We have to know what we are 
doing, and we have to know the sever-
ity of our actions. I will vote against 
this resolution because I cannot agree 
with the course that our great Nation 
is embarking on, one that brings the 
threat of war closer and the goal of 
peace further away. 

Madam Speaker, it is our children we 
will be sending to war. It is the people 
of Iraq we will engage in a war. We 
should think and think. And, Mr. 
President, I suspect that you will get 
the support of this Congress. Use this 
power wisely.

Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 8 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. KIRK), an-
other member of the Committee on 
Armed Services and an officer in the 
Naval Reserve and a veteran of North-
ern Watch as well as Kosovo. 

(Mr. KIRK asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KIRK. Madam Speaker, 140 years 
ago a gentleman from Illinois wrote 
the following: 

‘‘The dogmas of the quiet past are in-
adequate to the stormy present. The 
occasion is piled high with difficulty 
and we must rise with this occasion. As 
our case is new, so we must think anew 
and act anew. We must disenthrall our-
selves and we shall save our country. 

‘‘Fellow citizens, we cannot escape 
history. We of this Congress and this 
administration will be remembered in 
spite of ourselves. No personal signifi-
cance or insignificance can spare one 
or another of us. The fiery trial 
through which we pass will light us 
down, in honor or dishonor, to the lat-
est generation. 

‘‘We say we are for Union. The world 
will not forget we say this. We know 
how to save the Union. The world 
knows we know how to save it. We, 
even we here, hold the power and bear 
the responsibility. In giving freedom to 
the slave, we assure freedom to the 
free, honorable alike in what we give 
and what we preserve. 

‘‘We shall nobly save, or meanly lose, 
the last best hope of Earth. Other 
means may succeed. This could fail. 
The way is plain, peaceful, generous 
and just, a way which if followed the 
world will forever applaud and God 
must forever bless.’’

Abraham Lincoln wrote those words 
on the eve of his most important deci-
sion. The occasion before us here is 
also drenched in significance. 

I am often asked whether I am a dove 
or a hawk on the question of Iraq. I 
prefer to be an owl, one who ap-
proaches this with steady, firm judg-
ment. 

I believe we must deal with the en-
forcement of the United Nations Secu-
rity Council resolutions requiring Iraq 
to disarm as part of an international 
coalition. Diplomatic efforts must be 
our primary effort, with a use of armed 
force only as a last resort. 

Along well-settled principles of con-
stitutional and international law, the 
United States may declare war only 
with the formal approval of the Con-
gress; and we should try to endeavor to 
operate with the approval of the U.N. 
Security Council. 

As a veteran myself, I believe that 
making the decision between war and 
peace is the most sacred duty of the 
Congress. Many people who never saw 
war are quick to urge military actions. 
Veterans can report with firsthand ex-
perience that waging war is a cruel and 
blunt instrument to be used only by a 
free people as their last choice. In my 
own experience, war has taught me to 
be the best friend of our State Depart-
ment, a place where diplomacy is al-
ways the preferred course of action. 

I used to work in the State Depart-
ment, and I applaud Secretary of State 
Colin Powell in his efforts to build a 
large coalition of like-minded nations 
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to enforce the will of the Security 
Council. 

In reviewing of the reports of the 
United Nations, our allies and re-
spected human rights groups, it is clear 
that the Iraqi regime represents a 
growing present danger to the United 
States and its allies and its own people. 
Given its proximity to Iraq, our allies 
in Israel probably face the greatest 
danger. I believe that the disarmament 
of Iraq is important to the security of 
the United States but is vital to the se-
curity of our allies in Israel. 

In my judgment, the existence of 
Israel hangs on the success or failure of 
the U.N. efforts to disarm Iraq. This is 
why the government of Israel, like Her 
Majesty’s government in the United 
Kingdom, so strongly supports our 
goal. It is clear that this steadfast, 
concentrated action by the inter-
national community is needed to re-
duce the danger to the United States 
and our allies. 

While some say that inspections 
against a government determined to 
conceal its weapons are certain to fail, 
I disagree. Unlike the inspectors that 
we sent into post-war Germany after 
World War I or even Iraq, a new Secu-
rity Council resolution could lay out 
clear rules granting free, unescorted 
and unannounced access by inspectors 
to Iraqi programs. 

In my work on this issue, I joined 
with the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. ANDREWS), a representative of the 
opposite party, to form an Iraq work-
ing group here in the House where we 
have convened many meetings with 
U.N. weapons inspectors, Iraqis and ad-
ministration officials to learn more 
about this issue. Our meetings with the 
U.N. inspectors have been some of the 
most fruitful. 

Dr. David Kay, the Chief United Na-
tions Weapons Inspector, reported that 
if he were to return to Iraq he would 
need a new Security Council resolution 
with two major changes: one, complete 
access to all sites, including presi-
dential sites and Northern Iraq, which 
were denied to previous U.N. inspec-
tors; and, two, the power to grant per-
manent asylum to any scientist or 
their families who could be taken out 
of Iraq and debriefed on the weapons of 
mass destruction program that em-
ployed them. 

Dr. Kay reported that President 
Bush, Sr., and President Clinton both 
denied him the authority to force ac-
cess to key sites and failed to grant 
him the power to bring any Iraqi and 
their families. He reported to our 
working group that, with these two 
changes granted under a new Security 
Council resolution, he would be willing 
to return to Iraq and carry out the will 
of the United Nations to disarm the 
government. 

We have had several conversations 
with the National Security Advisor, 
Dr. Rice, and members of our United 
Nations Mission in New York who re-
port that, without the credible threat 
of force, Secretary of State Powell has 

little chance for passing the kind of Se-
curity Council resolution that Dr. Kay 
outlined would be needed to peacefully 
disarm Iraq. 

I am encouraged that this resolution 
before the House has the support of 
senior Democratic and Republican 
leaders. It underscores the consider-
ation of this issue should be without 
partisan rancor or advantage, and we 
should not consider this measure as 
partisans but as Americans. 

This resolution offers the best hope 
for a new U.N. Security Council resolu-
tion to rewrite the rules of inspection 
to make them more effective. Sec-
retary Powell has asked for this resolu-
tion to pass the Congress to give him 
the tools he needs for U.N. support, and 
I voted to give him that support. 

As a veteran, I see any potential 
military action first through the eyes 
of young men and women who volun-
teered to wear the uniform and would 
carry out the mission. As I have de-
tailed here, I believe that this resolu-
tion unlocks the door for more effec-
tive inspections. We must use the op-
portunities we have to take non-mili-
tary action through the U.N. to deter-
mine if unrestricted inspections of 
Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction pro-
gram can take place. If these inspec-
tions succeed, we will have accom-
plished our objectives without loss of 
life. And if they fail, it will rally inter-
national support against an isolated 
Iraq, making any more decisive action 
quicker and more likely to succeed.

Madam Speaker, 140 years ago, a gen-
tleman from Illinois wrote the following pas-
sage—one that applies to the question now 
before this House: 

‘‘The dogmas of the quiet past are inad-
equate to the stormy present. The occasion is 
piled high with difficulty and we must rise with 
the occasion. As our case is new, so we must 
think anew and act anew. We must disenthrall 
ourselves and we shall save our country. 

Fellow citizens we cannot escape history. 
We of this Congress and this administration 
will be remembered in spite of ourselves. No 
personal significance or insignificance can 
spare one or another of us. The fiery trial 
through which we pass will light us down, in 
honor or dishonor, to the latest generation. 

We say we are for Union. The world will not 
forget that we say this. We know how to save 
the Union. The world knows we do know how 
to save it. We—even we here—hold the power 
and bear the responsibility. In giving freedom 
to the slave, we assure freedom to the free—
honorable alike in what we give and what we 
preserve. 

We shall nobly save, or meanly lose, the 
last best hope of earth. Other means may suc-
ceed; this could fail. The way is plain, peace-
ful, generous, just—a way which if followed, 
the world will forever applaud, and God must 
forever bless.’’

Abraham Lincoln wrote those words on the 
eve of his most important decision of the Civil 
War. The occasion before us here is also 
drenched in historical significance. 

I am often asked if I am a ‘‘Dove’’ or 
‘‘Hawk’’ on the question of Iraq. I prefer to be 
an ‘‘Owl’’—one who approaches this with a 
steady, firm judgment. 

I believe that we must deal with the enforce-
ment of the United Nations (UN) Security 
Council resolution requiring Iraq to disarm as 
part of an international coalition. Diplomatic ef-
forts must be our primary effort, with a use of 
armed force only as a last resort. Along well-
settled principles of Constitutional and Inter-
national Law, the United States may declare 
war only with the formal approval of the Con-
gress and should try to endeavor to operate 
with the approval of the UN Security Council. 

As a veteran myself, I believe that making 
the decision between war and peace to be the 
most sacred duty of the Congress. Many peo-
ple who never saw war are quick to urge mili-
tary action. Veterans can report with first-hand 
experience that waging war is a cruel and 
blunt instrument to be used only by a free 
people as their last choice. In my own experi-
ence, war taught me to be the best friend of 
our State Department—a place where diplo-
macy is always the preferred course of action. 
I used to work in the State Department and I 
applaud Secretary of State Colin Powell in his 
efforts to build a large coalition of like-minded 
nations to enforce the will of the Security 
Council. 

With regard to military force, our founding 
fathers debated the proper place for the power 
to make war at the Constitutional Convention 
and feared it most in a new democracy. They 
specifically rejected proposals to give such a 
power to the President and directed that only 
the elected representatives of the American 
people in our Congress could declare war. For 
most of our history, Presidents followed the re-
strictions of the Constitution when going to 
war. In the 1950s and 1960s, we deviated 
from the clear requirements of the Constitution 
to our profound detriment. I believe that it is 
far worse to send our uniformed men and 
women into a conflict the American people do 
not support than to never send them at all. 

In recent years, Presidents Bush and Clin-
ton returned to our historic, constitutional prac-
tice of Congress voting before sending uni-
formed Americans into harm’s way. Congress 
voted on U.S. military actions in Kuwait, Haiti, 
Bosnia and Kosovo prior to deployment. As a 
military officer involved in each of these cam-
paigns, I can report that the long congres-
sional debate and formal approval of our mis-
sions made a difference improving our morale 
and clarity of purpose. The Administration 
should follow these precedents and obtain 
congressional sanction to engage in military 
action against Iraq. Congress must approve 
any military action against Iraq before it hap-
pens. Without such formal approval, no action 
should be taken. 

When the United States and our allies 
emerged victorious after the Second World 
War, we remade the ineffective League of Na-
tions into a more effective United Nations. 
Under the charter of the UN, all member 
states are required by international law to 
abide by the decisions of the UN’s Security 
Council. By the terms of the UN Charter, per-
manent members of the Security Council—the 
United States, China, Russia, France and Brit-
ain—retain the power to veto any proposed 
action by the Council. While the Council has 
not always been able to take decisive action, 
it has moved on many occasions to enforce 
the will of the international community in 
Korea, Kuwait, Bosnia and Kosovo. 
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President Bush’s decision to seek approval 

by the UN Security Council to enforce its pre-
viously-passed resolutions underscores a fun-
damental political and military requirement for 
the United States military to build allied sup-
port and to isolate any potential opponent of 
the international community. By acting under a 
UN resolution, U.S. armed forces could join as 
part of a broad coalition opposing an enemy 
that has little to no international support. For 
this key reason, the resolution clearly outlines 
that the United States should try to act with 
approval of the UN in dealing with Iraq.

The decision to go to war is the most impor-
tant decision that I can make as a representa-
tive in Congress. As a veteran, I see any po-
tential military action first through the eyes of 
the young men and women who volunteered 
to wear the uniform and would carry out such 
a mission. We must use the opportunities we 
have to take non-military action through the 
UN to determine if unrestricted inspections of 
Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction can take 
place. If these inspections succeed, we will 
have accomplished our objectives without loss 
of life. If they fail, it will rally international sup-
port against an isolated foe, making any more 
decisive action quicker and much more likely 
to succeed. 

When we look at the situation in Iraq, we 
should not take military action until two basic 
questions are answered: 

1. Does Iraq Present a Clear and Present 
Danger to the United States and Our Allies? 

2. Will Non-military Action by the Inter-
national Community Achieve Our Objectives? 

So, does Iraq present a clear and present 
danger? 

With regard to Iraq, the United Nations Se-
curity Council passed Resolution 686 in March 
of 1991 requiring Iraq to release all prisoners 
of war, return Kuwaiti property and pay dam-
ages. To date, the UN reports that Iraq failed 
to return 609 prisoners from 14 UN member 
states, including one American pilot. Iraq also 
holds over 5,000 Iranian POWs. In total, the 
respected human rights group Amnesty Inter-
national reports that Iraq failed to account for 
16,000 people held in its custody. The UN 
staff reported to the Security Council on this 
issue that ‘‘no progress [has been] made on 
return . . .’’ Iraq also failed to return Kuwaiti 
military equipment and items from its state ar-
chives. 

In April of 1991, the Security Council 
passed Resolution 687. The resolution re-
quired Iraq to ‘‘unconditionally accept’’ the de-
struction, removal or rendering harmless 
‘‘under international supervision’’ all ‘‘chemical 
and biological weapons.’’ The resolution also 
required Iraq to ‘‘unconditionally agree not to 
acquire or develop nuclear weapons or nu-
clear weapons usable material’’ or construct 
‘‘any research, development or manufacturing 
facilities.’’ Finally, the resolution also required 
Iraq to ‘‘unconditionally accept’’ the destruc-
tion, removal or rendering harmless ‘‘under 
international supervision’’ of all ‘‘ballistic mis-
siles with a range greater than 150 km and re-
lated major parts and repair and production fa-
cilities. 

Despite the requirement not to possess 
chemical and biological weapons, UN staff re-
ported that Iraq lied to the UN Special Com-
mission on Iraq (UNSCOM) in 1995 after Sad-
dam Hussein’s son-in-law defected to Jordan 
and told of the dictator’s still-thriving biological 
and chemical weapons programs. Iraq then 

admitted it produced thousands of liters of an-
thrax, botulinum toxin and aflatoxin for use 
with Scud missile warheads, aerial bombs and 
artillery. UNSCOM reported to the Security 
Council that Iraq concealed its biological 
weapons program and failed to account for 
three tons of growth material for biological 
agents. The UN also reported that Iraq failed 
to account for 15,000 artillery rockets filled 
with nerve gas and 550 artillery shells filled 
with mustard gas. 

In January 2001, our Defense Department 
reported that Iraq converted Czech L–29 jets 
into chemical and biological delivery vehicles. 
Iraq also modified a second jet for use as an 
Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (AUV) to spray 
chemical and biological weapons. We have 
evidence that Iraq has built a third unmanned 
aerial vehicle that is much smaller than the 
larger jets. There are reports that this smaller 
AUV is the intended final vehicle for use deliv-
ering chemical and biological weapons in a 
way that would not be detected on radar. 
There is compelling further evidence on this 
program which remains classified. 

Reporting on the violation of commitments 
on ballistic missiles, UNSCOM disclosed that, 
contrary to UN resolutions, Iraq had retained a 
number of Scud missiles. Iraq also began 
work on two new missiles, a liquid-fueled mis-
sile (the al-Samoud) and solid-fueled missile 
(the Ababil), both capable of flying far beyond 
the 150 km limit imposed by the UN Security 
Council. Such missiles could deliver a weapon 
of mass destruction against Israel in under 
250 seconds. Iraq also rebuilt the al-Mamoun 
missile test facility that had been dismantled 
by the UN to prevent the construction of long-
range missiles. Work is underway to test a 
much larger missile engine to support even 
longer-range missiles. 

Despite promises not to acquire or test nu-
clear components, Iraq has a large nuclear 
weapons complex. Saddam Hussein regularly 
makes reference to his ‘‘nuclear mujahadeen’’ 
and UNSCOM reports over 40,000 Iraqis work 
on the nuclear weapons program. British intel-
ligence services report that Iraq stepped up 
purchases of nuclear weapons material over 
the last 14 months. The New York Times re-
cently reported Iraqi agents attempted to pur-
chase 114,000 parts of a nuclear centrifuge to 
refine fissile material for a nuclear bomb. In 
September, the British International Institute 
for Strategic Studies reported that absent the 
Gulf War, Iraq would have had nuclear weap-
ons by 1993 and could now possess a weap-
on within months of obtaining fissile material. 

Last year, Adnan Ihsan Saeed al-Haideri, an 
Iraqi defector, reported that he visited 20 se-
cret facilities dedicated to producing nuclear, 
biological and chemical weapons. He sup-
ported his report with copies of Iraqi govern-
ment contracts and technical specifications. It 
is clear that Iraq is advancing program to de-
velop weapons of mass destruction in violation 
of its commitments imposed by the UN Secu-
rity Council. 

Following the deployment of UNSCOM to 
Iraq, Saddam Hussein barred international in-
spector access to key individuals, sites and 
equipment necessary to verify compliance with 
international law. The UN condemned Iraq for 
failing to comply with UN Security Council res-
olutions on August 15, 1991. The UN Security 
Council subsequently passed 12 more resolu-
tions between 1991 and 1999 condemning 
Iraq and attempting to enforce the will of the 

international community. The President of the 
Council also made 30 statements condemning 
Iraq’s non-compliance. 

Beyond commitments to return prisoners 
and to disarm weapons of mass destruction, 
the UN Security Council also passed Resolu-
tion 688 requiring Iraq to end repression of the 
Iraqi people ‘‘the consequences of which 
threaten international peace and security.’’ 
The UN Commission on Human Rights and 
UN General Assembly reported on ‘‘system-
atic, widespread and extremely grave viola-
tions of human rights’’ citing an ‘‘all-pervasive 
repression and oppression sustained by 
broad-based discrimination and widespread 
terror.’’ The Iraqi government blocked all visits 
by the UN Special Rapporteur on Human 
Rights from 1992 to the present. 

Amnesty International reported that in Octo-
ber 2000, Iraq executed dozens of women on 
charges of prostitution. Amnesty also reported 
the decapitation of numerous women accused 
of crimes with victims heads displayed in front 
of homes for several days. They further re-
ported that the female relatives of prisoners 
are often raped as part of their torture. The 
UN Special Rapporteur, Max Van der Stoel, 
reported that hundreds of Iraqi Kurds were 
used as subjects in Iraq’s testing of new 
chemical and biological weapons. Van der 
Stoel also reported at least 1,500 executions 
of political opponents. Sometime between 
September of 1998 and December of 1999, 
the town of Albu ‘Aysh was destroyed with ex-
tensive civilian casualties. UNSCOM also re-
ported on a special prison for the children of 
adult prisoners. The Human Rights Alliance 
also reported that over 500 journalists and in-
tellectuals have been executed. 

Under Resolution 688, the United States, 
France and Britain were directed to operate 
no-fly zones over southern Iraq to protect the 
Shia minority (Iraq’s governing elite is exclu-
sively Sunni) and northern Iraq to protect five 
million Kurdish citizens of Iraq. The Iraqis of 
these communities strongly support the no-fly 
zones and believe that it is the key to safety 
for their families. I am a veteran of Operation 
Northern Watch and was proud to serve my 
country to protect helpless minorities. On Sep-
tember 16th, Iraq offered the UN Secretary 
General the opportunity to return UNSCOM to 
Iraq for ‘‘unrestricted’’ inspections. On Sep-
tember 17th, Iraqi armed forces fired on UN 
aircraft patrolling the no-fly zone. They did so 
again the following day. To date, the Iraqis 
have fired on UN aircraft over 60 times since 
their offer of ‘‘unrestricted’’ inspections. 

Iraq is also prohibited from carrying out ter-
rorist acts under the terms of the UN Security 
Council’s Resolution 687. Despite this require-
ment, agents of the Iraqi Intelligence Service 
attempted to use a car bomb in 1993 to as-
sassinate former President George Bush. Iraq 
harbors the Mujahedin-e-Khalq (MKO) that 
killed several Americans. It also housed the 
Palestine Liberation Front, best known for kill-
ing American Leon Klinghoffer and many at-
tacks against Israel. Iraq also sheltered the 
Abu Nidal organization and now pays $10,000 
to the families of Palestinian suicide bombers. 
Defectors report that Iraq operates an inter-
national terrorist training camp at Salman Pak, 
open to Arab and non-Arabs alike. While there 
is no clear link between the Iraqi government 
and the September 11th attacks, Iraq now har-
bors several members of the Al Qaeda ter-
rorist organization. 
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Much of this activity by Iraq costs money. 

Iraq must operate under a UN embargo that 
allows it to sell oil with proceeds going into an 
account controlled by the UN. Despite protests 
from average Iraqis, the government of Iraq 
regularly applies for the use of the UN oil-for-
food money to purchase luxury cars, electronic 
equipment and elite infant diet formula. Much 
of the funding under the UN program was 
used by Iraq to construct several ‘‘presidential 
palaces’’ detailed in a well-covered speech by 
then Secretary of State Madeline Albright. In 
order to generate funding for its weapons of 
mass destruction program and missile devel-
opment, Iraq exports thousands of barrels of 
oil on the black market in violation of the UN 
program, with proceeds controlled by 
Saddam’s two sons, Uday and Qusai. Total 
proceeds exceed several billion dollars—more 
than enough to fund a large weapons of mass 
destruction program. 

In reviewing the reports of the UN, our allies 
and respected outside human rights groups, it 
is clear that the Iraqi regime represents a 
growing present danger to the United States, 
our allies, and its own people. Given its prox-
imity to Iraq, our allies in Israel probably face 
the greatest danger. I believe that the disar-
mament of Iraq is important to the security of 
the United States but is vital to the security of 
our allies in Israel. In my judgment, the exist-
ence of Israel hangs on the success or failure 
of the UN effort to disarm Iraq. That is why the 
government of Israel, like Her Majesty’s Gov-
ernment in the United Kingdom, strongly sup-
ports this goal. It is clear that steadfast, con-
centrated action by the international commu-
nity is needed to reduce the danger to the 
United States and our key allies. 

Will Non-military Action by the International 
Community Achieve Our Objectives?

Between 1991 and 1997, UNSCOM was 
able to demilitarize a large number of Iraqi 
weapons of mass destruction and missiles. It 
is clear that UNSCOM was able to delay the 
expected 1993 date when Iraq was expected 
to possess a nuclear arsenal. UNSCOM’s two 
chiefs, Ambassador David Kay and Ambas-
sador Richard Butler, emphasize that while in-
spections yielded results, they had to be sup-
ported by strong international action to bolster 
the authority of the UN. This support waned in 
1997 and allowed Iraq to force the withdrawal 
of UNSCOM in 1998. 

There have been no inspections in Iraq for 
four years and less is known now about the 
progress Iraq has made on its weapons of 
mass destruction program. More is known 
about the resources Iraq spends on this pro-
gram with indications that Iraq has substan-
tially increased spending on special military 
projects over the years since UN inspectors 
were forced to leave. A steady stream of de-
fectors and reports from other UN members 
indicate that Iraq is accelerating its work on 
nuclear, biological and missile programs. 

Ambassador Kay testified before the House 
Armed Services Committee that further in-
spections would not be effective unless the 
UN was given a carte blanche to visit any site 
with no notice, retaining the right to produce 
any witness at any time. He advised the Com-
mittee that he believed Saddam Hussein 
would never agree to such an inspection pol-
icy. 

He was wrong. 
On September 16th, Saddam Hussein ad-

vised the Secretary General of the UN that 

Iraq would permit the redeployment of UN in-
spectors in Iraq with no restrictions. Many ob-
servers are understandably skeptical that Iraq 
will actually allow UN inspectors to peacefully 
disarm Iraq of its most deadly and expensive 
weapons. 

Nevertheless, this is an opportunity that we 
cannot ignore. 

The UN should mount an inspection mission 
to Iraq with the authority to conduct the most 
aggressive plan possible. It is possible that 
non-military action by the international commu-
nity will achieve our objectives in Iraq. 

The history of international arms inspection 
shows some failures. Eighty years ago, the 
international community imposed an inspection 
regime on the government of Germany. The 
League of Nations created an ‘‘Inter-Allied 
Control Commission’’ for the ‘‘complete execu-
tion of delivery, destruction, rendering useless 
of weapons, ammunition and material carried 
out at the expense of the German govern-
ment.’’ Inspectors were granted full freedom of 
movement, all necessary facilities, documents 
and designs. 337 inspectors were deployed in 
11 districts across the country. The Commis-
sion reported the following results: Cannons 
Destroyed, 33,384; Artillery Shells Destroyed, 
37,211,551; Machine Guns Destroyed, 87,240; 
and Poison Gas Cylinders Destroyed, 920 
tons. 

In sum, they reported that 97% of Ger-
many’s artillery and 98% of her men under 
arms were rendered ineffective. 

The Commission’s reports on German viola-
tions were very controversial. Andre Tardieu, 
the leading French diplomat for implementing 
the inspections, wrote to President Wilson on 
the controversy of inspector reports: 

‘‘The pacifist element in each of the nations 
of the League will be quite naturally inclined to 
deny reports disturbing to their peace of mind 
and more or less consciously espouse the 
cause of the German government which will 
deny the said reports. We must recall the op-
position of these pacifist elements at the time 
when Germany armed to the teeth and openly 
made ready the aggression of 1870 and 1914. 
To sum up: 

—Germany will deny. 
—Their government will discuss. 
—Public opinion will be divided, alarmed, 

[and] nervous. The League, unarmed, will 
have brought to pass in the world not general 
peace but general uncertainty which will give 
birth to a kind of interior and exterior conflict.’’

In the end, Germany rearmed under the 
eyes of over 300 international inspectors. As 
evidence of violations mounted, the inter-
national community lost its nerve to impose 
the will of the League of Nations. This lesson 
of history is instructive and we should use it to 
make sure international inspections in Iraq do 
not suffer the same fate. 

The record of inspections in Iraq is uneven. 
While the UN Special Commission on Iraq re-
ported an impressive amount of Iraqi weap-
onry destroyed, its lack of cooperation from 
the government and failure to achieve a com-
plete accounting show that it was not a com-
plete success. 

While some may say that inspections 
against a government determined to conceal 
are certain to fail, I disagree. Unlike the in-
spectors of Germany or even Iraq, a new Se-
curity Council resolution could lay out clear 
rules granting free, unescorted and unan-
nounced access by inspectors to the Iraq pro-

grams. In my work on this issue, I joined with 
Representative ROBERT ANDREWS of New Jer-
sey—a representative of the opposite party—
to form an ‘‘Iraq Working Group’’ here in the 
House. We have convened many meetings 
with UN Inspectors, Iraqis and Administration
officials to learn more about this issue. 

Our meetings with UN inspectors have been 
some of the most fruitful. Dr. David Kay, the 
United Nations Chief Weapons Inspector, re-
ported that if he was to return to Iraq, he 
would need a new Security Council Resolution 
with two major changes to foster success: 

1. Complete access to all sites, including 
‘‘Presidential sites’’ and Northern Iraq, which 
were denied to previous UN inspectors, and 

2. The power to grant permanent asylum to 
any scientist and their families who could be 
taken out of Iraq and debriefed on the weap-
ons of mass destruction program that em-
ployed them. 

Kay reported that President Bush Sr. and 
President Clinton had denied him the authority 
to force access to key sites and failed to grant 
him the power to bring any Iraqi and their fam-
ily members out of Iraq. He reported to our 
working group that with these two changes—
granted by a new Security Council resolu-
tion—he would be willing to return to Iraq to 
carry out the will of the United Nations to dis-
arm the government. 

I have had several conversations with our 
National Security Advisor, Dr. Rice, and Mem-
bers of our United Nations mission in New 
York who report that without a credible threat 
of force, Secretary of State Powell has little 
chance for passing the kind of Security Coun-
cil resolution that Dr. Kay outlined would be 
needed to peacefully disarm Iraq. 

They report that two key permanent mem-
bers of the Council, Russia and France, have 
clear interests in this question. Russia is 
owned over $8 billion by the government of 
Iraq. She sees a possible war or interfering 
with debt repayments and—as a good bank-
er—therefore is inclined against it. If the U.S. 
leads an international coalition to replace the 
government of Iraq and Russia opposed this 
move, then Russia would see its debt repudi-
ated. Russia cannot allow that to happen and 
therefore would have to back an international 
effort once it forms. France’s position is simi-
lar. France’s number one goal in the region is 
access to the Iraqi export market. But if a new 
government is installed and France opposed 
this action, France would suffer a loss of a key 
export market. Therefore, if international pres-
sure is formed, France cannot afford to be left 
out. Diplomats reported to me that this is simi-
lar to the situation facing the Council in Sep-
tember of 1990. Most members did not want 
to rescue Kuwait and preferred to let Iraq ad-
minister this former UN member as a new 
‘‘19th province of Iraq.’’ Once US action was 
imminent, the Council and many Arab nations 
supported the United States because they 
could not afford to offend the newly rescued 
Kuwaiti government. In similar fashion, if ac-
tion is inevitable against Iraq, then the support 
of such nations will come because they cannot 
afford to be excluded from a new Iraq. 

It is for these reasons, I support the action 
of this resolution. I am encouraged that the 
resolution has the support of the Senior 
Democratic and Republican leaders of this 
House. It underscores that the consideration 
of this issue should be without partisan rancor 
or advantage. We should not consider this 

VerDate 0ct 02 2002 05:05 Oct 09, 2002 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00103 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A08OC7.086 H08PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7276 October 8, 2002
measure as partisans but as Americans. This 
resolution offers the best hope for a UN Secu-
rity Council resolution to rewrite the rules of in-
spection to make them effective. Secretary 
Powell has asked for this resolution to pass 
the Congress to give him the tools he needs 
to win UN support. I will vote to support him 
and this effort. 

As a veteran, I see any potential military ac-
tion first through the eyes of the young men 
and women who volunteered to wear the uni-
form and would carry out such a mission. As 
I have detailed here, I believe this resolution 
unlocks the door to more effective inspections. 
We must use the opportunities we have to 
take non-military action through the UN to de-
termine if unrestricted inspections of Iraq’s 
weapons of mass destruction can take place. 
If these inspections succeed, we will have ac-
complished our objectives without loss of life. 
If they fail, it will rally international support 
against an isolated Iraq, making any more de-
cisive action quicker and much more likely to 
succeed.

Mr. PAYNE. Madam Speaker, I yield 
51⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington State (Mr. MCDERMOTT), a 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, a former Foreign Service em-
ployee of the U.S. government, and a 
person who recently returned from Iraq 
to ask questions firsthand. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. PAYNE) for yielding me time. 

Madam Speaker, the true question 
before us today is: Why should we go to 
war with Iraq? This is the last chance 
we will have before it starts. 

The rule has been that the people of 
this country do not wage war and lay 
down lives when there might be a 
threat. The rule has been that the peo-
ple of this country do not wage war and 
lay down lives to achieve regime 
change in another country. With Iraq, 
we are moving into brand new terri-
tory. We are not just demanding disar-
mament. We are demanding that a 
ruler be removed. 

The President’s press secretary pub-
licly suggested assassination. This is 
new, Madam Speaker. This is new, and 
we should say no today. 

Because, first, their resolution is pre-
mature. There has been no showing by 
the intelligence agencies or the White 
House of imminent danger to the 
United States. That Saddam Hussein is 
a brutal dictator who has committed 
heinous crimes is undeniable. It is like-
ly that he still seeks weapons of mass 
destruction. But we have a way to 
thwart his desire: inspection and disar-
mament. 

For regime change, we stand alone. 
For inspection and disarmament, we 
have allies, we have a coalition, we 
have the U.N. 

Last march, the Iraq government 
began discussions with Dr. Hans Blix 
and UNMOVIC about resuming inspec-
tions so that the oppressive sanctions 
could be lifted. The Iraqi Parliament 
then invited Members of Congress to 
come to Baghdad with their own in-
spectors.

b 2145 
I spoke with Foreign Minister Naji 

Sabri in September in New York for an 
hour about the absolute necessity for 
unfettered inspections. I told him if I 
went to Iraq, I wanted ‘‘my inspectors’’ 
to be UNMOVIC, the U.N. inspectors. 

As I left he said, ‘‘I think the Con-
gress will be surprised soon.’’ Three 
days later, Sabri wrote to Kofi Annan, 
accepting the inspectors under the ex-
isting U.N. resolutions. 

Unfortunately, instead of welcoming 
the shift in Iraq’s position, President 
Bush could not take ‘‘yes’’ for an an-
swer. 

Madam Speaker, we must let these 
inspections take place immediately, 
with or without a new U.N. resolution. 
Let Blix do his job. If, God forbid, the 
Iraqis return to obstruction, we are 
ready to return to the Security Council 
for whatever Dr. Blix needs to get the 
job done. The stakes are high if we 
make a hasty decision today. 

If we focus on disarmament, we may 
be able to hold onto the coalition we 
have built to fight terrorism. But if we 
do not, we force Middle Eastern coun-
tries to choose between their Arab 
neighbors and us. 

If we act alone to achieve regime 
change, the whole Arab world will won-
der, who is next? Our President will be-
come the poster boy for al Qaeda re-
cruiters; and Americans will be less, 
not more, safe at home and abroad. 

If we pass this resolution, we are set-
ting precedents that we will regret, 
that America can start preemptive 
wars and that Congress can turn over 
authority to start a war to the Presi-
dent. 

Vote ‘‘no’’ to honor the constitu-
tional principle that only Congress can 
declare war. War cannot be started, or 
launched without declaration, on the 
word of a President whose attention 
span for diplomacy is exhausted and 
who notifies Congress 48 hours after 
the missiles have been launched. 

The legacies of wars remain with us 
forever. I learned that not from a text-
book, but from people who fought in a 
confusing and undeclared war. From 
1968 to 1970, I served in the United 
States Navy as a psychiatrist treating 
sailors and Marines suffering from 
post-traumatic stress disorder. I saw 
firsthand the price in grief and anger 
the troops and their families paid when 
they were sent into a war whose goals 
were at best obscure, and at worse de-
ceptive. 

Under the terms of this resolution, 
the United States may attack Iraq 
solely on the basis of the President’s 
view, and only the President’s view, 
that diplomacy has failed. When Con-
gress was given responsibility for dec-
larations of war, the Founders had just 
finished a war. They knew the human 
cost. They decided the responsibility 
for going to war should not reside in 
one person, but must be the duty of the 
whole Congress. We cannot cede this 
responsibility to any occupant of the 
White House, no matter how wise or 
from which party he or she comes. 

I have a suggestion. Let us adjourn 
for an hour right now and go down to 
the Vietnam Memorial before we com-
mit ourselves and our children to an 
unknown world in which any President 
can decide to go to war as long as he or 
she determines it is in the national in-
terest at the moment. Let us look at 
the names one more time before we 
wipe away the efforts of 60 years to 
weave the world together through the 
U.N. and international law. 

After two World Wars in 25 years, 
world leaders have remained com-
mitted to doing their best to prevent 
such an event ever given. By and large, 
they have succeeded. Let us not, in 
pursuit of oil or power or the blandish-
ments of empire, be the ones who lead 
the world to failure. 

Madam Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD two articles which expand on 
my position.

[From the Institute for Public Accuracy] 
DETAILED ANALYSIS OF OCTOBER 7 SPEECH BY 

BUSH ON IRAQ 
Thank you for that very gracious and 

warm Cincinnati welcome. I’m honored to be 
here tonight. I appreciate you all coming. 

Tonight I want to take a few minutes to 
discuss a grave threat to peace and Amer-
ica’s determination to lead the world in con-
fronting that threat. 

The threat comes from Iraq. It arises di-
rectly from the Iraqi regime’s own actions, 
its history of aggression and its drive toward 
an arsenal of terror. 

Chris Toensing, editor of Middle East Re-
port: ‘‘This might indicate that Iraq is ac-
tively threatening the peace in the region. 
There is no evidence whatsoever that Iraq is 
doing so, or has any intention of doing so. 
Other powers are actively disrupting the 
peace in the region: Israel is trying to crush 
Palestinian resistance to occupation with 
brute force, and the U.S. and Britain have 
bombed Iraq 46 times in 2002 when their air-
craft are ‘targeted’ by Iraqi air defense sys-
tems in the bilaterally enforced no-fly zones. 
Most of our ‘friends’ in the region—Turkey, 
Saudi Arabia, Jordan—have strongly urged 
us not to go to war, and to tone down the 
war rhetoric. Aren’t they better positioned 
than we are to judge what threatens their 
safety?’’

Eleven years ago, as a condition for ending 
the Persian Gulf War, the Iraqi regime was 
required to destroy its weapons of mass de-
struction, to cease all development of such 
weapons and to stop all support for terrorist 
groups. 

Rahul Mahajan, author of The New Cru-
sade: America’s War on Terrorism: Resolu-
tion 687 also speaks of ‘establishing in the 
Middle East a zone free from weapons of 
mass destruction’—which also means Israel’s 
200-plus nuclear weapons as well as Syria’s 
and Egypt’s apparent chemical weapons ca-
pabilities, and any nuclear capability the 
U.S. has placed in the region.’’

The Iraqi regime has violated all of those 
obligations. It possesses and produces chem-
ical and biological weapons. 

As’ad Abukhalil, author of Bin Laden, 
Islam & America’s New ‘War on Terrorism’ 
and associate professor of political science at 
California State University at Stanislaus: 
‘‘The president fails to credit Reagan’s and 
his father’s adminsitrations—prominent 
members of which included Rumsfeld and 
Cheney—for their help in the construction of 
Saddam’s arsenal, especially in the area of 
germ warfare.’’

Toensing: ‘‘After being presented with evi-
dence that Iraq had used chemical weapons 
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to attack the Kurds in 1987–88, the Reagan 
administration blocked a Senate resolution 
imposing sanctions on Iraq, and continued to 
pursue good relations with the regime.’’

James Jennings, president of Conscience 
International, a humanitarian aid organiza-
tion that has worked in Iraq since 1991: ‘‘The 
evidence that Iraq gassed its own people is 
also not about a current event, but one that 
happened fourteen years ago. If that did not 
constitute a good enough reason for going to 
war with Iraq in 1988 (which the U.S. did not 
even contemplate at the time), it certainly 
is not a good enough reason now.’’

It is seeking nuclear weapons. 
Susan Wright, co-author of Biological War-

fare and Disarmament: New Problems/New 
Perspectives: ‘‘How does Bush know this? It’s 
as if the inspections have already been con-
ducted and we know the outcome. We’re ex-
pected to accept the administration’s word 
for this without seeing any evidence. We 
have no way of judging the accuracy of these 
claims and the only way to do so is to hold 
inspections. The only country in the region 
that is known to possess a nuclear arsenal is 
Israel.’’ [The Administration says that it 
does not know if Israel has nuclear weapons: 
www.commondreams.org/headlines02/0521–
06.htm] 

Mahajan: ‘‘There’s no evidence that Iraq 
has gotten anywhere with seeking nuclear 
weapons. The pitiful status of evidence in 
this regards is shown by claims in e.g. Blair’s 
dossier that Iraq is seeking uranium from 
Africa, year and country unspecified. South 
Africa is, of course, the only country in the 
continent that has potentially the capacity 
for enrichment of uranium to bomb quality, 
and claims not to have supplied Iraq with 
uranium. Unenriched uranium does Iraq lit-
tle good, since enrichment facilities are 
large, require huge investment, and cannot 
easily be hidden.’’

It has given shelter and support to ter-
rorism and practices terror against its own 
people. 

The entire world has witnessed Iraq’s 11-
year history of defiance, deception, and bad 
faith. 

We also must never forget the most vivid 
events of recent history. On September 11, 
2001, America felt its vulnerability—even to 
threats that gather on the other side of the 
earth. We resolved then, and we are resolved 
today, to confront every threat, from any 
source, that could bring sudden terror and 
suffering to America. 

Members of the Congress of both political 
parties, and members of the United Nations 
Security Council, agree that Saddam Hus-
sein is a threat to peace and must disarm. 
We agree that the Iraqi dictator must not be 
permitted to threaten America and the world 
with horrible poisons, and diseases, and 
gases, and atomic weapons. 

Toensing: ‘‘Only two members of the U.N. 
Security council would appear to agree with 
the idea that Iraq threatens, or will threat-
en, ‘America and the world’ with Weapons of 
Mass Destruction, making the next sentence 
disingenuous at best.’’

Since we all agree on this goal, the issue 
is: How can we best achieve it? 

Many Americans have raised legitimate 
questions: About the nature of the threat. 
About the urgency of action—and why be 
concerned now? About the link between Iraq 
developing weapons of terror, and the wider 
war on terror.

These are all issues we have discussed 
broadly and fully within my administration. 
And tonight, I want to share those discus-
sions with you. 

Toensing: ‘‘Bush may have shared the dis-
cussion, but he did not share the evidence, 
saying, like the British dossier and CIA re-
ports, that intelligence has established the 

threat. But Americans apparently will not be 
seeing it.’’

First, some ask why Iraq is different from 
other countries or regimes that also have 
terrible weapons. While there are many dan-
gers in the world, the threat from Iraq 
stands alone—because it gathers the most se-
rious dangers of our age in one place. 

Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction are 
controlled by a murderous tyrant, who has 
already used chemical weapons to kill thou-
sands of people. This same tyrant has tried 
to dominate the Middle East, has invaded 
and brutally occupied a small neighbor, has 
struck other nations without warning, and 
holds an unrelenting hostility towards the 
United States. 

Stephen Zunes, author of ‘‘Tinderbox: U.S., 
Middle East Policy and the Roots of Ter-
rorism’’ and associate professor of politics at 
the University of San Francisco: ‘‘The hos-
tility towards the United States is a direct 
consequence of U.S. hostility toward Iraq. 
Iraq was quite unhostile to the United States 
when it was receiving support from the 
United States during the 1980s. The answer is 
certainly not to appease Iraq’s tyrannical re-
gime, as was done in the past. However, to 
imply this hostility is unrelated to the U.S. 
destruction of much of Iraq’s civilian infra-
structure and other actions during the Gulf 
War which went far beyond what was nec-
essary to rid Iraqi forces from Kuwait and 
the U.S.-led sanctions and its impact upon 
the civilian population is very misleading.’’

AbuKhalil: ‘‘If Bush wants to punish na-
tions that ‘tried to dominate the Middle 
East, has invaded and brutally occupied a 
small neighbor, has struck other nations 
without warning’ then he would have to pun-
ish Israel for an occupation of Palestinian 
lands that lasted far longer than the now fa-
mous (yet brief) Iraqi occupation of Kuwait. 
Of course, Iraq did attack Iran and Kuwait, 
and Israel in the span of 30 years has at-
tacked Egypt, Iraq, Tunisia, Lebanon, Syria, 
Egypt, Jordan, not to mention Palestine, 
and not to mention a civilian Libyan airliner 
that was downed by Israeli forces in 1973.’’

By its past and present actions, buy its 
technological capabilities, by the merciless 
nature of its regime, Iraq is unique. 

As a former chief weapons inspector for the 
U.N. has said, ‘‘The fundamental problem 
with Iraq remains the nature of the regime 
itself: Saddam Hussein is a homicidal dic-
tator who is addicted to weapons of mass de-
struction.’’

Some ask how urgent this danger is to 
America and the world. The danger is al-
ready significant, and it only grows worse 
with time. If we know Saddam Hussein has 
dangerous weapons today—and we do—does 
it make any sense for the world to wait to 
confront him as he grows even stronger and 
develops even more dangerous weapons? 

Zunes: ‘‘He was far more dangerous in the 
1980s when the U.S., was supporting him. It 
will take many years, assuming military 
sanctions continue to effect, before he comes 
close to the strength he was then. If U.N. in-
spectors are allowed to return, it would be 
impossible—even if they don’t find 100 per-
cent of everything—to get much stronger 
than he is today.’’

In 1995, after several years of deceit by the 
Iraqi regime, the head of Iraq’s military in-
dustries defected. It was then that the re-
gime was forced to admit that it had pro-
duced more than 30,000 liters of anthrax and 
other deadly biological agents. The inspec-
tors, however, concluded that Iraq had likely 
produced two to four times that amount. 

Zunes: ‘‘If this is really a concern, then 
why did the United States supply Iraq with 
the seed stock of anthrax spores back in the 
1980s’’ [William Blum, ‘‘Anthrax for Export: 
U.S. Companies Sold Iraq the Ingredients for 

a Witch’s Brew,’’ The Progressive, April 1998, 
p. 18] 

This is a massive stockpile of biological 
weapons that has never been accounted for, 
and is capable of killing millions. 

Zunes: ‘‘This is like saying that a man is 
capable of making millions of women preg-
nant. It’s a matter of delivery systems, of 
which there is no proof that Iraq currently 
has.’’

We know that the regime has produced 
thousands of tons of chemical agents, includ-
ing mustard gas, sarin nerve gas, and VX 
nerve gas. Saddam Hussein also has experi-
ence in using chemical weapons. He has or-
dered chemical attacks on Iran, and on more 
than forty villages in his own country. These 
actions killed or injured at least 20,000 peo-
ple, more than six times the number of peo-
ple who died in the attacks of September 11. 

Mahajan: ‘‘All of this was done with the 
full support, approval, and connivance of the 
U.S. government. U.S.-supplied ‘agricultural 
credits’ helped fund the sustained 
counterinsurgency campaign in northern 
Iraq; the United States supplied military in-
telligence to Iraq for use against Iran even 
when it knew Iraq was using chemical weap-
ons in the war; and the United States ran 
diplomat interference for Iraq at the U.N.’’

Toensing: ‘‘The U.S. restored diplomatic 
relations with Iraq in 1984, while it was in 
the midst of fighting the first of these wars 
of aggression, because the U.S. wanted to 
contain the Islamic Revolution in Iran. The 
U.S. and Britain tilted toward Iraq through-
out the war, and U.S. allies in the region, 
chief among them Saudi Arabia, bankrolled 
the Iraqi war effort. The U.S. was still trying 
to become closer to Iraq when it invaded Ku-
wait.’’

Zunes: ‘‘He attacked Iranian troops be-
cause he knew Iran had no allies that would 
defend it. And we now know that officials 
from the U.S. Defense Intelligence Agency 
assisted Iraq in targeting Iranian forces in 
the full knowledge that they were using 
chemical weapons. Saddam used chemical 
weapons against Kurdish civilians because he 
knew they couldn’t fight back. And the U.S. 
helped cover up the Halabja massacre and 
other assaults by falsely claiming the Ira-
nians were responsible. In other words, Sad-
dam is a coward. He will use WMDs when he 
knows he won’t have to suffer the con-
sequences, especially when the world’s most 
powerful country is supporting him.’’

And surveillance photos reveal that the re-
gime is rebuilding facilities that it has used 
to produce chemical and biological weapons. 

Toensing: ‘‘That it ‘has used.’ The last 
time Bush made a big deal of this, he 
claimed that Iraq was again using the facili-
ties in this way, an assertion which the 
IAEA promptly rebutted as unverifiable. It 
still is unverifiable.’’

Every chemical and biological weapon that 
Iraq has or makes is a direct violation of the 
truce that ended the Persian Gulf War in 
1991. 

Mahajan: ‘‘There are no credible allega-
tions that Iraq produced chemical or biologi-
cal agents while inspectors were in the coun-
try, until December 1998. The reason we 
don’t know whether they are producing those 
agents or not since then is that inspectors 
were withdrawn at the U.S. behest pre-
paratory to the Desert Fox bombing cam-
paign.’’

Yet Saddam Hussein has chosen to build 
and keep these weapons, despite inter-
national sanctions, U.N. demands, and isola-
tion from the civilized world. 

[The U.S. has maintained for years that it 
would continue the sanctions regardless of 
Iraq’s behavior regarding weapons, see ‘‘Au-
topsy of a Disaster: The U.S. Sanctions Pol-
icy on Iraq—Myth: The Sanctions Will be 
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Lifted When Iraq Complies with the U.N. In-
spections’’: www.accuracy.org/iraq] 

Zunes: ‘‘Again, the U.S. has yet to produce 
evidence that Iraq is building such weapons. 
Also, U.N. Security Council Resolution 687 
calls for Iraqi disarmament as part of a re-
gion-wide disarmament effort which the 
United States has refused to enforce or even 
support.’’

Iraq possesses ballistic missiles with a 
likely range of hundreds of miles—far 
enough to strike Saudi Arabia, Israel, Tur-
key, and other nations—in a region where 
more than 135,000 American civilians and 
service members live and work. 

Toensing: ‘‘That is a neat rhetorical trick. 
Bush knows that Turkey and Saudi Arabia 
themselves do not feel under threat from 
Iraq’s WMD, so he doesn’t claim that. Rath-
er, it’s the threat to U.S. servicemen and oil 
company employees based in those countries 
which should concern us. The questions left 
unasked are why Iraq would attack Ameri-
cans, knowing the massive response that 
would incur, and of course why so many 
American troops ‘live and work’ in Turkey 
and Saudi Arabia. They’re partly there in 
forward deployment against Iraq.’’

Zunes: ‘‘According to UNSCOM, 817 of 
Iraq’s 819 Soviet-built ballistic missiles have 
been accounted for and destroyed. They may 
possess up to a couple of dozen home-made 
versions, but none of these have been tested 
and it is questionable whether they have any 
function launchers.’’

We’ve also discovered through intelligence 
that Iraq has a growing fleet of manned and 
unmanned aerial vehicles that could be used 
to disperse chemical and biological weapons 
across broad areas. We are concerned that 
Iraq is exploring ways of using UAVs for mis-
sions targeting the United States. 

Toensing: ‘‘Other intelligence experts have 
disputed that UAVs are a threat, because the 
agents they released might disperse to basi-
cally harmless levels by the time they 
reached the ground if the UAV was trying to 
cover such a broad area.’’

Mahajan: ‘‘The claim that these UAVs 
have ranges that would enable attacking the 
United States, and that they could reach it 
undetected, is a startling new one, and en-
tirely untenable. No one has ever produced 
evidence of Iraqi capability or intent to tar-
get the United States directly.’’

And, of course, sophisticated delivery sys-
tems are not required for a chemical or bio-
logical attack—all that might be required 
are a small container and one terrorist or 
Iraqi intelligence operative to delivery it. 

Mahajan: ‘‘Bioterrorist attacks and deliv-
ery of biological agents aren’t that easy—the 
very limited effects of the anthrax attacks 
showed that. In fact, the loss of life in the 
anthrax attacks occurred mostly among the 
postal workers who were not issued anti-
biotics, and not among the congressional 
staff who were. As for chemical attacks with 
‘a small container and one terrorist,’ they 
would be severely limited in effect.’’

And that is the source of our urgent con-
cern about Saddam Hussein’s link to inter-
national terrorist groups. 

Over the years, Iraq has provided safe 
haven to terrorists such as Abu Nidal, whose 
terror organization carried out more than 
ninety terrorist attacks in twenty countries 
that killed or injured nearly 900 people, in-
cluding 12 Americans. 

Michael Ratner is president of the Center 
for Constitutional Rights: ‘‘Although U.S. 
intelligence agencies have not found a rela-
tionship between Saddam Hussein and al 
Qaeda, Bush mentions one, but no evidence 
is shown. Likewise he tries to frighten Amer-
icans by talking about the crimes of Abu 
Nidal, but Abu Nidal is dead. Again it is an 
attempt to create fear by association with 

something from the past, not evidence of a 
current threat.’’

Iraq has also provided safe haven to Abu 
Abbas, who was responsible for seizing the 
Achille Lauro and killing an American pas-
senger. And we know that Iraq is continuing 
to finance terror, and gives assistance to 
groups that use terrorism to undermine Mid-
dle East peace. 

Toensing: ‘‘Yes, but neither of these groups 
is ideologically anti-American. Their at-
tacks are aimed at Israel and Israeli inter-
ests, including the killing of Leon 
Klinghoffer and other Americans. This is a 
crucial piece of context.’’

We know that Iraq and the al Qaeda ter-
rorist network share a common enemy—the 
United States of America. We know that Iraq 
and al Qaeda have had high-level contacts 
that go back a decade. Some al Qaeda leaders 
who fled Afghanistan went to Iraq. 

These include one very senior al Qaeda 
leader who received medical treatment in 
Baghdad this year, and who has been associ-
ated with planning for chemical and biologi-
cal attacks. We have learned that Iraq has 
trained al Qaeda members in bomb making, 
poisons, and deadly gases. 

Jennings: ‘‘The claim that al-Qaeda is in 
Iraq is disingenuous, if not an outright lie. 
Yes, the U.S. has known for some time that 
up to 400 al-Qaeda-type Muslim extremists,
the Ansar al-Ialam, formerly ‘Jund al-Islam,’ 
a splinter of the Iranian-backed Islamic 
Unity Movement of Kurdistan, were oper-
ating inside the Kurdish security zone set up 
under U.S. protection in the North of Iraq. 
For some reason this was kept quiet and has 
not been much reported in the mainstream 
media. Finally last Spring the Kurds them-
selves attacked and killed most of the ter-
rorists in their territory, sending the rest 
fleeing for their lives across the border into 
Iran. Since this area was under U.S. protec-
tion, and not under Saddam Hussein’s rule, 
it’s pretty hard to claim that al-Qaeda oper-
ates in Iraq.’’

Mahajan: ‘‘Al-Qaeda has carried out no 
chemical or biological attacks. The anthrax 
attacks in the fall of 2001 were almost cer-
tainly from a U.S. government employee. It’s 
hard to know what, if anything, to make of 
claims that one ‘‘senior al Qaeda leader’’ got 
medical treatment in Baghdad. Giving med-
ical treatment, even to criminals, is not ille-
gal, and with so little evidence given to us, 
there’s no reason to suppose this isn’t an-
other story like the one about a meeting be-
tween Mohammed Atta and Iraqi intel-
ligence in Prague (now discredited).’’ 

And we know that after September 11, Sad-
dam Hussein’s regime gleefully celebrated 
the terrorist attacks on America. Iraq could 
decide on any given day to provide a biologi-
cal or chemical weapon to a terrorist group 
or individual terrorists. Alliances with ter-
rorists could allow the Iraqi regime to at-
tack America without leaving any finger-
prints. 

Mahajan: ‘‘Biological or chemical weapons 
would undoubtedly leave fingerprints, just as 
the anthrax attacks in the fall did. Even if 
Iraq couldn’t be conclusively shown to be the 
source of such materials, the U.S. govern-
ment would assume Iraq was the source. Iraq 
has been under the gun ever since the Gulf 
War, and can’t possibly assume that it could 
get away with such an attack. Moreover, 
Saddam has traditionally seen WMD as his 
ace in the hole, protecting him from defeat. 
Paranoid dictators do not give control of 
something they see as the foundation of 
their security into the hands of networks, 
like al-Qaeda, which they can’t control.’’

Some have argued that confronting the 
threat from Iraq could detract from the war 
against terror. To the contrary, confronting 
the threat posed by Iraq is crucial to win-
ning the war on terror. 

When I spoke to the Congress more than a 
year ago, I said that those who harbor ter-
rorists are as guilty as the terrorists them-
selves. Saddam Hussein is harboring terror-
ists and the instruments of terror, the in-
struments of mass death and destruction. 
And he cannot be trusted. The risk is simply 
too great that he will use them, or provide 
them to a terror network. 

Terror cells, and outlaw regimes building 
weapons of mass destruction, are different 
faces of the same evil. Our security requires 
that we confront both. And the United 
States military is capable of confronting 
both. 

Many people have asked how close Saddam 
Hussein is to developing a nuclear weapon. 
We don’t know exactly, and that is the prob-
lem. Before the Gulf War, the best intel-
ligence indicated that Iraq was eight to 10 
years away from developing a nuclear weap-
on; after the war, international inspectors 
learned that the regime had been much clos-
er. The regime in Iraq would likely have pos-
sessed a nuclear weapon no later than 1993. 

The inspectors discovered that Iraq had an 
advanced nuclear weapons development pro-
gram, had a design for a workable nuclear 
weapon, and was pursuing several different 
methods of enriching uranium for a bomb. 

Toensing: ‘‘Yes, inspectors learned all of 
this—the inspections worked.’’

Before being barred from Iraq in 1998, the 
International Atomic Energy Agency dis-
mantled extensive nuclear weapons-related 
facilities, including three uranium-enrich-
ment sites. 

Robert Jensen, author of ‘‘Writing Dis-
sent’’ and an associate professor at the Uni-
versity of Texas at Austin: ‘‘Bush at least ac-
knowledged that we know little about 
Saddam’s nuclear capability, but he lied 
about why. Bush claimed that Iraq barred 
the inspectors of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency in 1998. In fact, the inspec-
tors, along with those from the U.N. Special 
Commission, were withdrawn by their agen-
cies—not expelled by Iraq—in December 1998 
when it became clear the Clinton adminis-
tration was going to bomb Iraq (as it did) 
and the safety of the inspectors couldn’t be 
guaranteed. The inspectors also spied for the 
United States, in violation of their man-
date.’’

This same year, information from a high-
ranking Iraqi nuclear engineer who had de-
fected, revealed that despite his public prom-
ises, Saddam Hussein had ordered his nuclear 
program to continue. The evidence indicates 
that Iraq is reconstituting its nuclear weap-
ons program. 

Saddam Hussein has held numerous meet-
ings with Iraqi nuclear scientists, a group he 
calls his ‘‘nuclear mujahedeen’’—his nuclear 
holy warriors. 

Satellite photographs reveal that Iraq is 
rebuilding facilities at sites that have been 
part of its nuclear program in the past. 

Toensing: ‘‘As Lincoln Chafee said on NPR, 
if these satellite photos exist, then surely 
the public has a right to see them. Surely 
mere photos would not compromise sources 
and methods.’’ [In 1990, after Iraq invaded 
Kuwait, the U.S. government claimed that 
Iraqi troops were threatening Saudi Arabia; 
this turned out to be false.] 

Iraq has attempted to purchase high-
strength aluminum tubes and other equip-
ment needed for gas centrifuges, which are 
used to enrich uranium for nuclear weapons. 

Mahajan: ‘‘The aluminum tubes can also be 
used in conventional artillery, which Iraq is 
allowed to have. In the past, when Iraq tried 
to build such centrifuges, they used steel 
tubes. This is an incredibly weak indicator.’’ 

If the Iraqi regime is able to produce, buy, 
or steal an amount of highly-enriched ura-
nium a little larger than a single softball, it 
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could have a nuclear weapon in less than a 
year. 

Toensing: ‘‘Both the CIA report and the 
British dossier say that this is very unlikely 
as long as Iraqi remains under sanctions.’’ 

Mahajan: ‘‘This means only that it has the 
technological know-how to create the high-
explosive ‘lenses’ necessary to set off the ap-
propriate nuclear chain reaction. As long as 
it retains its scientists, this will remain the 
case.’’

And if we allow that to happen, a terrible 
line would be crossed. Saddam Hussein would 
be in a position to blackmail anyone who op-
poses his aggression. He would be in a posi-
tion to dominate the Middle East. He would 
be in a position to threaten America. And 
Saddam Hussein would be in a position to 
pass nuclear technology to terrorists. 

Mahajan: ‘‘Again, such an act is not at all 
consonant with the history or the mindset of 
Saddam Hussein. One organization hosted by 
the Iraqi government, which is classified as 
terrorist by the State Department, is the 
Iranian Mujahedin-I-Khalq, whose activities 
are directed against the current government 
of Iran. They have never had access to any 
nonconventional resources from the Govern-
ment of Iraq. Saddam Hussein sees the rad-
ical Islamist terrorist networks like al-
Qaeda as a huge potential threat to his own 
rule, something that concerns him far more 
than any unrealistic ideas of revenge against 
the United States. Anything that could 
allow al-Qaeda (which, in its turn, is likely 
more concerned with replacing regimes in 
the Middle East with new radical Islamist re-
gimes) to blackmail him would be the last 
thing he would give them.’’

Some citizens wonder: After 11 years of liv-
ing with this problem, why do we need to 
confront it now? 

There is a reason. We have experienced the 
horror of September 11. We have seen that 
those who hate America are willing to crash 
airplanes into buildings full of innocent peo-
ple. Our enemies would be no less willing—in 
fact they would be eager—to use a biological, 
or chemical, or a nuclear weapon. 

Mahajan: ‘‘Invoking September 11 without 
showing any kind of link between the gov-
ernment of Iraq and those attacks is just 
transparent manipulation. What he really 
means is that after September 11 he thinks 
he can get away with such a policy.’’

Knowing these realities, America must not 
ignore the threat gathering against us. Fac-
ing clear evidence of peril, we cannot wait 
for the final proof—the smoking gun—that 
could come in the form of a mushroom cloud. 

As President Kennedy said in October of 
1962: ‘‘Neither the United States of America 
nor the world community of nations can tol-
erate deliberate deception and offensive 
threats on the part of any nation, large or 
small. We no longer live in a world,’’ he said, 
‘‘where only the actual firing of weapons rep-
resents a sufficient challenge to a nation’s 
security to constitute maximum peril.’’

Jacqueline Cabasso, Executive Director of 
the Western States Legal Foundation: ‘‘The 
hypocrisy in this speech—and in the Bush 
Administration’s overall national security 
strategy—is monumental. If having weapons 
of mass destruction and a history of using 
them is a criteria, then surely the United 
States must pose the greatest threat to hu-
manity that has ever existed. While Bush 
warns that ‘we cannot wait for the final 
proof. . . . the smoking gun that could come 
in the form of a mushroom cloud,’ his Sep-
tember 2002 National Security Strategy 
states that ‘America will act against. . .
emerging threats before they are fully 
formed. . . . by acting preemptively.’ And 
his top-secret Nuclear Posture Review, 
leaked to the New York Times earlier this 
year, reveals that ‘U.S. nuclear forces will 

continue to provide assurance. . . in the 
event of surprising military develop-
ments. . . Current examples of immediate 
contingencies include an Iraqi attack on 
Israel or its neighbors. . . .’ It doesn’t take a 
lot of imagination to predict that if Iraq is 
attacked by the U.S. it might launch what-
ever it has at Israel-itself a nuclear power. 
Further, while the U.S. is massively expand-
ing its biological weapons research capabili-
ties for example by upgrading its bioresearch 
facilities at the Livermore and Los Alamos 
Nuclear weapons labs to aerosolize live an-
thrax and genetically modify bioorganisms 
it is blocking a protocol to the Biological 
Weapons Convention that would allow inter-
national inspectors into U.S. facilities. The 
Bush Administration’s unilateral headlong 
rush to war threatens to unleash unprece-
dented regional instability and potentially 
catastrophic loss of life. It’s hard to image a 
more self-destructive course of action.’’

Understanding the threats of our time, 
knowing the designs and deceptions of the 
Iraqi regime, we have every reason to as-
sume the worst, and we have an urgent duty 
to prevent the worst from occurring. 

Some believe we can address this danger by 
simply resuming the old approach to inspec-
tions, and applying diplomatic and economic 
pressure. Yet this is precisely what the world 
has tried to do since 1991. 

The U.N. inspections program was met 
with systematic deception. The Iraqi regime 
bugged hotel rooms and offices of inspectors 
to find where they were going next. They 
forged documents, destroyed evidence, and 
developed mobile weapons facilities to keep 
a step ahead of inspectors. 

Eight so-called presidential palaces were 
declared off-limits to unfettered inspections. 
These sites actually encompass 12 square 
miles, with hundreds of structures, both 
above and below the ground, where sensitive 
materials could be hidden. 

[In fact, there were inspections of these 
‘‘presidential palaces.’’] 

Zunes: ‘‘These are not off-limits. They are 
open to unfettered inspections as long as an 
Iraqi official is accompanying the inspectors. 
Such a proviso is quite legal under U.N. Se-
curity Council resolutions authorizing the 
creation of UNMOVIC, resolutions that were 
supported by the United States.’’

The world has also tried economic sanc-
tions and watched Iraq use billions of dollars 
in illegal oil revenues to fund more weapons 
purchases, rather than providing for the 
needs of the Iraqi people. 

Toensing: ‘Yes, and all the while, the U.S. 
and Britain were undermining the logic of 
sanctions and inspections by speaking of re-
gime change, giving the regime no incentive 
to cooperate.’’

Mahajan: ‘‘The government-instituted food 
ration program in Iraq has been widely 
praised, characterized as ‘second to none’ by 
Tun Myat, current U.N. Humanitarian Coor-
dinator in Iraq. Money that comes in under 
the Oil for Food program cannot, despite 
constant allegations, be used for weapons 
purchases—all proceeds from such sales are 
deposited to an escrow account in New York 
which is controlled by the U.N. Sanctions 
Committee. The government of Iraq cannot 
touch any of this money.’’

The world has tried limited military 
strikes to destroy Iraq’s weapons of mass de-
struction capabilities only to see them open-
ly rebuilt, while the regime again denies 
they even exist. 

Mahajan: ‘‘For ‘world’ here, read ‘United 
States and its lieutenant, the United King-
dom.’ Those military strikes were a blatant 
violation of international law, done without 
Security Council authorization.’’

The world has tried no-fly zones to keep 
Saddam from terrorizing his own people . . . 

and in the last year alone, the Iraqi military 
has fired upon American and British pilots 
more than 750 times. 

Toensing: ‘‘Another remarkable rhetorical 
trick. The no-fly zones did not protect the 
Kurds from Iraqi incursions in 1995–96, nor 
have they protected the Shia or the marsh 
Arabs from ground-based repression through-
out the decade. But rather than mention 
these somewhat significant failures, Bush 
concentrates on Iraqi air defenses, which 
have yet to come close to actually hitting a 
U.S. or U.K. jet. As with the Saudi-Turkish 
point above, it appears that U.S.–U.K. at-
tempts to protect the peoples of the region 
are to be counted as failures because the U.S. 
and U.K. are in danger.’’

Francis Boyle, professor of international 
law at the University of Illinois College of 
Law and author of The Criminality of Nu-
clear Deterrence: ‘‘It is the U.S. government 
that is violating the United Nations Charter 
. . . by using military force to allegedly ‘po-
lice’ these illegal ‘no-fly’ zones that have 
never been authorized by the U.N. Security 
Council or by the U.S. Congress, in violation 
of the 1973 War Powers Resolution as well. 
Iraq is simply exercising its legitimate right 
of self-defense under U.N. Charter article 51. 
The Bush administration has deliberately 
put U.S. pilots in harm’s way in order to con-
coct a pretext for a catastrophic war of ag-
gression against Iraq. The best way for the 
American people to protect the lives of our 
military personnel in the Persian Gulf is to 
bring them all home.’’

Mahajan: ‘‘Again, the no-fly zones don’t in-
volve the ‘world,’ but are a naked projection 
of American and British power (France, the 
third partner in the no-fly zones, withdrew 
in 1996), unsanctioned by the Security Coun-
cil.’’

After 11 years during which we have tried 
containment, sanctions, inspections, even se-
lected military action, the end result is that 
Saddam Hussein still has chemical and bio-
logical weapons, and is increasing his capa-
bilities to make more. And he is moving ever 
closer to developing a nuclear weapon. 

Clearly, to actually work, any new inspec-
tions, sanctions, or enforcement mechanisms 
will have to be very different. America wants 
the U.N. to be an effective organization that 
helps to keep the peace. That is why we are 
urging the Security Council to adopt a new 
resolution setting our tough, immediate re-
quirements. 

AbuKhalil: ‘‘Bush also fails to mention 
American violations of the sanctions regime, 
by using the inspectors to spy on Iraq, and to 
obtain information unrelated to the U.N. 
mandate.’’

Among those requirements, the Iraqi re-
gime must reveal and destroy, under U.N. su-
pervision, all existing weapons of mass de-
struction. To ensure that we learn the truth, 
the regime must allow witnesses to its ille-
gal activities to be interviewed outside of 
the country. 

And these witnesses must be free to bring 
their families with them, so they are all be-
yond the reach of Saddam Hussein’s terror 
and murder. 

And inspectors must have access to any 
site, at any time, without pre-clearance, 
without delay, without exceptions. 

Susan Wright: ‘‘[The evidence] suggests 
that the United States and the United King-
dom intend to set such tough conditions for 
the further arms inspections in Iraq that 
they would create a double bind. If Iraq re-
jects the conditions, then war with the 
United States will follow. If Iraq attempts to 
comply and an ambiguity triggers action by 
the security forces of one of the permanent 
members of the Security Council, which ac-
cording to this draft, might accompany an 
inspection team, war could follow anyway. 
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Other members of the Security Council 
should reject such traps. It is also essential 
to avoid a situation in which the inspection 
force is effectively hijacked by the United 
States and used for espionage, as was the 
case with the U.N. Special Commission in 
the 1990s.’’

The time for denying, deceiving, and delay-
ing has come to an end. Saddam Hussein 
must disarm himself—or, for the sake of 
peace, we will lead a coalition to disarm 
him. 

Many nations are joining us in insisting 
that Saddam Hussein’s regime be held ac-
countable. They are committed to defending 
the international security that protects the 
lives of both our citizens and theirs. 

AbuKhalil: ‘‘When Bush speaks about 
‘many nations’ supporting the U.S., he cer-
tainly means Israel and U.K., although pub-
lic opinion in U.K. is running solidly against 
Bush’s war.’’

And that is why America is challenging all 
nations to take the resolutions of the U.N. 
Security Council seriously. 

Zunes: ‘‘There are well over 90 U.N. Secu-
rity Council resolutions that are currently 
being violated by countries other than Iraq. 
The vast majority of these resolutions are 
being violated by allies of the United States 
that receive U.S. military, economic and dip-
lomatic support. Indeed, the U.S. has effec-
tively blocked the U.N. Security Council 
from enforcing these resolutions against its 
allies.’’

Those resolutions are very clear. In addi-
tion to declaring and destroying all of its 
weapons of mass destruction, Iraq must end 
its support for terrorism. It must cease the 
persecution of its civilian population. It 
must stop all illicit trade outside the oil-for-
food program. And it must release or ac-
count for all Gulf War personnel, including 
an American pilot, whose fate is still un-
known. 

Zunes: ‘‘Most of these do not fall under 
Chapter VII, which allows for the UNSC to 
authorize the use of force.’’

AbuKhalil: ‘‘And Bush’s sudden concern for 
U.N. resolutions should not lead one to be-
lieve that he will next move to implement 
all U.N. resolutions—including those against 
U.S. allies’’. 

By taking these steps, and only by taking 
these steps, the Iraqi regime has an oppor-
tunity to avoid conflict. These steps would 
also change the nature of the Iraqi regime 
itself. 

America hopes the regime will make that 
choice. 

Unfortunately, at least so far, we have lit-
tle reason to expect it. This is why two ad-
ministrations—mine and President Clin-
ton’s—have stated that regime change in 
Iraq is the only certain means of removing a 
great danger to our nation.

I hope this will not require military ac-
tion, but it may. And military conflict could 
be difficult. An Iraqi regime faced with its 
own demise may attempt cruel and desperate 
measures. If Saddam Hussein orders such 
measures, his generals would be well advised 
to refuse those orders. If they do not refuse, 
they must understand that all war criminals 
will be pursued and punished. 

If we have to act, we will take every pre-
caution that is possible. We will plan care-
fully, we will act with the full power of the 
United States military, we will act with al-
lies at our side, and we will prevail. 

There is no easy or risk-free course of ac-
tion. Some have argued we should wait—and 
that is an option. In my view, it is the 
riskiest of all options—because the longer we 
wait, the stronger and bolder Saddam Hus-
sein will become. We could wait and hope 
that Saddam does not give weapons to ter-
rorists, or develop a nuclear weapons to 

blackmail the world. But I am convinced 
that is a hope against all evidence. 

As Americans, we want peace—we work 
and sacrifice for peace—and there can be no 
peace if our security depends on the will and 
whims of a ruthless and aggressive dictator. 
I am not willing to stake one American life 
on trusting Saddam Hussein. 

Mahajan: ‘‘Throughout all of this, there 
has never been any credible evidence intro-
duced to indicate that Hussein has any pol-
icy of trying to target Americans. His depre-
dations have almost always been distin-
guished by actions against people that the 
Western powers don’t care about.’’

Failure to act would embolden other ty-
rants; allow terrorists access to new weapons 
and new resources; and make blackmail a 
permanent feature of world events. 

The United Nations would betray the pur-
pose of its founding, and prove irrelevant to 
the problems of our time. And through its in-
action, the United States would resign itself 
to a future of fear. 

That is not the America I know. That is 
not the America I serve. We refuse to live in 
fear. This nation—in world war and in Cold 
War—has never permitted the brutal and 
lawless to set history’s course. 

Zunes: ‘‘Then why did the United States 
support Indonesian dictator Suharto for over 
three decades, as he oversaw the massacre of 
over a half million of his own people, invaded 
the tiny nation or East Timor, resulting in 
the deaths of an additional 200,000? How 
about brutal and lawless governments in 
Turkey, Morocco and Israel that have in-
vaded neighboring countries at the cost of 
thousands of civilian lives? How about 
Pinochet and other Latin American tyrants 
supported by the U.S.?’’

Now, as before, we will secure our nation, 
protect our freedom, and help others to find 
freedom of their own. Some worry that a 
change of leadership in Iraq could create in-
stability and make the situation worse. The 
situation could hardly get worse, for world 
security, and for the people of Iraq. 

The lives of Iraqi citizens would improve 
dramatically if Saddam Hussein were no 
longer in power, just as the lives of Afghani-
stan’s citizens improved after the Taliban. 

Toensing: ‘‘Given what is known about the 
return of warlordism and chaos to Afghani-
stan—not to mention the fiction that Afghan 
women have all thrown away their burqas—
this is a debatable proposition, and indic-
ative of the administration’s lack of interest 
in rebuilding Afghanistan. Why would Iraq 
be any different?’’

Mahajan: ‘‘On every test of justice and of 
pragmatism, the war on Afghanistan fails. 
Worse, every one of these aspects, from an 
increased threat of terrorism to large num-
bers of civilian deaths to installation of a 
U.S.-controlled puppet regime is due to play 
out again in the war on Iraq. In fact, though 
it has been little noted, the sanctions regime 
has made Iraqis dependent on centralized, 
government-distributed food to survive and 
relief agencies have already expressed their 
concerns about the potential for a humani-
tarian crisis once war starts.’’

The dictator of Iraq is a student of Stalin, 
using murder as a tool of terror and control 
within his own cabinet, and within his own 
army, and even within his own family. 

On Saddam Hussein’s orders, opponents 
have been decapitated, wives and mothers of 
political opponents have been systematically 
raped as a method of intimidation, and polit-
ical prisoners have been forced to watch 
their own children being tortured. 

Jensen: ‘‘All of that and more was going on 
while Iraq was a ‘valued ally’ of the United 
States—hence the hypocrisy of the next few 
sentences.’’

America believes that all people are enti-
tled to hope and human rights—to the non-
negotiable demands of human dignity. 

People everywhere prefer freedom to slav-
ery; prosperity to squalor; self-government 
to the rule of terror and torture. 

America is a friend to the people of Iraq. 
Anthony Arnove, editor of the book Iraq 

Under Siege: ‘‘But the people of Iraq have 
good reason to feel otherwise. As Nichols 
Kristof of the New York Times noted in his 
October 4 report from Baghdad, ‘while ordi-
nary Iraqis were very friendly toward me, 
they were enraged at the U.S. after 11 years 
of economic sanctions. . . . Worse, U.S. 
bombing of water treatment plants, difficul-
ties importing purification chemicals like 
chlorine (which can be used for weapons), 
and shortages of medicines led to a more 
than doubling of infant mortality, according 
to the U.N. Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion.’ Another war on Iraq—this time, a ‘pre-
emptive’ attack aimed at ‘regime change’—
will lead to more civilian casualties and 
damage to Iraq’s infrastructure. And Iraqis 
are right to worry that the regime Wash-
ington installs, in violation of their right to 
self-determination, will be one that serves 
U.S. interests, not their own. We should re-
call the impact of the last war. In the words 
of Gulf War veteran Anthony Swofford, a 
former Marine corporal, writing in the New 
York Times, October 2, ‘From the ground, I 
witnessed the savage results of American air 
superiority: tanks and troop carriers turned 
upside down and ripped inside out; rotten, 
burned, half-buried bodies littering the 
desert like the detritus of years—not 
weeks—of combat.’ We should be skeptical of 
Bush’s stated concern for the Iraqi people. 
His real interests in this war are not the Iraq 
people, or defending Americans from attack, 
but expanding U.S. hegemony in the Middle 
East.’’

Our demands are directed only at the re-
gime that enslaves them and threatens us. 
When these demands are met, the first and 
greatest benefit will come to Iraqi men, 
women, and children. The oppression of 
Kurds, Assyrians, Turkomans, Shi’a, Sunnis 
and others will be lifted. The long captivity 
of Iraq will end, and an era of new hope will 
begin.

Jennings: ‘‘The president has repeatedly 
claimed, ‘We have no quarrel with the Iraqi 
people.’ In his speech to the nation on Oct. 7, 
he said, ‘America is a friend of the people of 
Iraq.’ Try telling that to a friend of mine in 
Baghdad who walked out of his house fol-
lowing a U.S. bomb attack to find his neigh-
bor’s head rolling down the street; or to a 
taxi driver I met whose four year old child 
shook uncontrollably for three days fol-
lowing Clinton’s 1998 ‘Monicagate’ bombing 
diversion. Try telling it to the mother of 
Omran ibn Jwair, whom I met in the village 
of Toq al-Ghazzalat after a U.S. missile 
killed her 13 year old son while he was tend-
ing sheep in the field. Try telling it to the 
hundreds of mothers I have seen crying over 
their dying babies in Iraqi hospitals, and to 
the hundreds of thousands of parents who 
have actually lost their infant children due 
to the cruel U.S. blockade, euphemistically 
called ‘sanctions.’ Are the Iraqi people sup-
posed to rejoice now that a new war is being 
forced upon them by their so-called ‘friends’? 
It is understandable that people are fright-
ened following the disastrous attacks of Sep-
tember 11. But fear is not a good reason to 
stop thinking. In fact, when we are in danger 
is when clear thinking is needed most of 
all.’’

Iraq is a land rich in culture, resources, 
and talent. Freed from the weight of oppres-
sion, Iraq’s people will be able to share in the 
progress and prosperity of our time. If mili-
tary action is necessary, the United States 
and our allies will help the Iraqi people re-
build their economy, and create the institu-
tions of liberty in a unified Iraq at peace 
with its neighbors. 
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Later this week the United States Con-

gress will vote on this matter. I have asked 
Congress to authorize the use of America’s 
military, if it proves necessary, to enforce 
U.N. Security Council demands. 

John Berg, director of graduate studies of 
the government department at Suffolk Uni-
versity: ‘‘Our Constitution makes it clear 
that Congress, not the President, is to ‘de-
clare war’—that is, make the decision that 
war is necessary in a given situation. For 
Congress to delegate this determination to 
the President would be an abdication of its 
Constitutional responsibility. 

Zunes: ‘‘According to the articles 41 and 42 
of the United Nations charter, this can only 
be done if the U.N. Security Council finds 
the violator in material breach of the resolu-
tion, determines all non-military means of 
enforcement have been exhausted, and spe-
cifically authorizes the use of force. Other-
wise, it will be illegal. Members of Congress 
would therefore be obliged to vote against it 
since—according to Article VI of the U.S. 
Constitution—international treaties such as 
the U.N. Charter are the supreme law of the 
land. Furthermore, if the United States can 
invade Iraq for its violations of U.N. Secu-
rity Council resolutions, then Britain could 
invade Morocco, France could invade Tur-
key, Russia could invade Israel, etc.’’

Approving this resolution does not mean 
that military action is imminent or unavoid-
able. The resolution will tell the United Na-
tions, and all nations, that America speaks 
with one voice and is determined to make 
the demands of the civilized world mean 
something. Congress will also be sending a 
message to the dictator in Iraq: that his only 
choice is full compliance—and the time re-
maining for that choice is limited. 

Members of Congress are nearing an his-
toric vote, and I am confident they will fully 
consider the facts and their duties. 

The attacks of September 11 showed our 
country that vast oceans no longer protect 
us from danger. Before that tragic date, we 
had only hints of al Qaeda’s plans and de-
signs. 

Today in Iraq, we see a threat whose out-
lines are far more clearly defined—and whose 
consequences could be far more deadly. Sad-
dam Hussein’s actions have put us on no-
tice—and there is no refuge from our respon-
sibilities. 

We did not ask for this present challenge, 
but we accept it. Like other generations of 
Americans, we will meet the responsibility 
of defending human liberty against violence 
and aggression. By our resolve, we will give 
strength to others. By our courage, we will 
give hope to others. By our actions, we will 
secure the peace, and lead the world to a bet-
ter day. 

Phyllis Bennis, author of the just-released 
book Before and After: U.S. Foreign Policy 
and the September 11 Crisis and a fellow at 
the Institute for Policy Studies: ‘‘President 
Bush’s speech ignored Congress, and instead 
was aimed at U.S. public opinion (where his 
support is dwindling) and international allies 
in the U.N. (where the U.S. is significantly 
isolated). It was designed to divert attention 
from the real reason for this coming war: oil 
and empire. It is a war designed to rewrite 
the political map of the Middle East, and is 
not dependent on the particular threat posed 
by a particular dictator. The crimes of the 
Iraqi regime are serious and longstanding—
back to the days of massive U.S. economic 
and military support, and U.S. provision of 
the biological seed stock for the anthrax and 
other germs President Bush warned us about. 
But launching a massive bombing campaign 
against Baghdad, a city of more than 5 mil-
lion inhabitants—grandmothers, kinder-
garten classes, teenagers—will not secure 
human rights for those living and dying 
under those bombs.‘‘ 

Thank you, and good night. 

[From the Guardian, Oct. 8, 2002] 
INSPECTION AS INVASION 

(By George Monbiot) 
There is little that those of us who oppose 

the coming war with Iraq can now do to pre-
vent it. George Bush has staked his credi-
bility on the project; he has mid-term elec-
tions to consider, oil supplies to secure and 
a flagging war on terror to revive. Our voices 
are as little heeded in the White House as 
the singing of birds. 

Our role is now, perhaps, confined to the 
modest but necessary task of demonstrating 
the withdrawal of our consent, while seeking 
to undermine the moral confidence which 
could turn the attack on Iraq into a war 
against all those states perceived to offend 
US strategic interests. No task is more ur-
gent than to expose the two astonishing lies 
contained in George Bush’s radio address on 
Saturday, namely that ‘‘the United States 
does not desire military conflict, because we 
know the awful nature of war’’ and ‘‘we hope 
that Iraq complies with the world’s de-
mands’’. Mr. Bush appears to have done ev-
erything in his power to prevent Iraq from 
complying with the world’s demands, while 
ensuring that military conflict becomes in-
evitable. 

On July 4 this year, Kofi Annan, the sec-
retary-general of the United Nations, began 
negotiating with Iraq over the return of UN 
weapons inspectors. Iraq had resisted UN in-
spection for three and a half years, but now 
it felt the screw turning, and appeared to be 
on the point of capitulation. On July 5, the 
Pentagon leaked its war plan to the New 
York Times. The US, a Pentagon official re-
vealed, was preparing ‘‘a major air campaign 
and land invasion’’ to ‘‘topple President Sad-
dam Hussein’’. The talks immediately col-
lapsed. 

Ten days ago, they were about to resume. 
Hans Blix, the head of the UN inspections 
body, was due to meet Iraqi officials in Vi-
enna, to discuss the practicalities of re-en-
tering the country. The US airforce launched 
bombing raids on Basra, in southern Iraq, de-
stroying a radar system. As the Russian gov-
ernment pointed out, the attack could 
scarcely have been better designed to scup-
per the talks. But this time the Iraqis, mind-
ful of the consequences of excluding the in-
spectors, kept talking. Last Tuesday, they 
agreed to let the UN back in. The State De-
partment immediately announced, with 
more candour than elegance, that it would 
‘‘go into thwart mode’’. 

It wasn’t bluffing. The following day, it 
leaked the draft resolution on inspections it 
was placing before the UN Security Council. 
This resembles nothing so much as a plan for 
unopposed invasion. The decisions about 
which sites should be ‘‘inspected’’ would no 
longer be made by the UN alone, but also by 
‘‘any permanent member of the security 
council’’, such as the United States. The peo-
ple inspecting these sites could also be cho-
sen by the US, and they would enjoy ‘‘unre-
stricted rights of entry into and out of Iraq’’ 
and ‘‘the right to free, unrestricted and im-
mediate movement’’ within Iraq, ‘‘including 
unrestricted access to presidential sites’’. 
They would be permitted to establish ‘‘re-
gional bases and operating bases throughout 
Iraq’’, where they would be ‘‘accompanied 
. . . by sufficient US security forces to pro-
tect them’’. They would have the right to de-
clare exclusion zones, no-fly zones and 
‘‘ground and air transit corridors’’. They 
would be allowed to fly and land as many 
planes, helicopters and surveillance drones 
in Iraq as they want, to set up ‘‘encrypted 
communication’’ networks and to seize ‘‘any 
equipment’’ they choose to lay hands on. 

The resolution, in other words, could not 
have failed to remind Iraq of the alleged in-
filtration of the UN team in 1996. Both the 
Iraqi government and the former inspector 
Scott Ritter that the weapons inspectors 
were joined that year by CIA covert oper-
ations specialists, who used the UN’s special 
access to collect information and encourage 
the republican guard to launch a coup. On 
Thursday, Britain and the United States in-
structed the weapons inspectors not to enter 
Iraq until the new resolution has been adopt-
ed. 

As Milan Rai’s new book War Plan Iraq 
documents, the US has been undermining 
disarmament for years. The UN’s principal 
means of persuasion was paragraph 22 of the 
security council’s resolution 687, which 
promised that economic sanctions would be 
lifted once Iraq ceased to possess weapons of 
mass destruction. But in April 1994, Warren 
Christopher, the US secretary of state, uni-
laterally withdrew this promise, removing 
Iraq’s main incentive to comply. Three years 
later his successor, Madeleine Albright, in-
sisted that sanctions would not be lifted 
while Saddam remained in power. 

The US government maintains that Sad-
dam Hussein expelled the UN inspectors from 
Iraq in 1998, but this is not true. On October 
30, 1998, the US rejected a new UN proposal 
by again refusing to lift the oil embargo if 
Iraq disarmed. On the following day, the 
Iraqi government announced that it would 
cease to cooperate with the inspectors. In 
fact it permitted them to continue working, 
and over the next six weeks they completed 
around 300 operations.

On December 14, Richard Butler, the head 
of the inspection team, published a curiously 
contradictory report. The body of the report 
recorded that over the past month ‘‘the ma-
jority of the inspections of facilities and 
sites under the ongoing monitoring system 
were carried out with Iraq’s cooperation’’, 
but his well-publicised conclusion was that 
‘‘no progress’’ had been made. Russia and 
China accused Butler of bias. On December 
15, the U.S. ambassador to the U.N. warned 
him that his team should leave Iraq for its 
own safety. Butler pulled out, and on the fol-
lowing day the U.S. started bombing Iraq. 

From that point on, Saddam Hussein re-
fused to allow U.N. inspectors to return. At 
the end of last year, Jose Bustani, the head 
of the Organisation for the Prohibition of 
Chemical Weapons, proposed a means of re-
solving the crisis. His organisation had not 
been involved in the messy business of 1998, 
so he offered to send in his own inspectors, 
and complete the job the U.N. had almost 
finished. The U.S. responded by demanding 
Bustani’s dismissal. The other member 
states agreed to depose him only after the 
United States threatened to destroy the 
organisation if he stayed. Hans Blix, the 
head of the new U.N. inspectorate, may also 
be feeling the heat. On Tuesday he insisted 
that he would take his orders only from the 
security council. On Thursday, after an 
hour-long meeting with U.S. officials, he 
agreed with the Americans that there should 
be no inspections until a new resolution had 
been approved. 

For the past eight years the U.S., with 
Britain’s help, appears to have been seeking 
to prevent a resolution on the crisis in Iraq. 
It is almost as if Iraq has been kept on ice, 
as a necessary enemy to be warmed up when-
ever the occasion demands. Today, as the 
economy slides and Bin Laden’s latest mock-
ing message suggests that the war on ter-
rorism has so far failed, an enemy which can 
be located and bombed is more necessary 
than ever. A just war can be pursued only 
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when all peaceful means have been ex-
hausted. In this case, the peaceful means 
have been averted.

Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself 30 seconds. 

Madam Speaker, it is difficult not to 
respond in full to the comments of the 
previous speaker. Those of us on both 
sides of the aisle who support this reso-
lution understand the impact of war as 
well as the gentleman does, and we 
walk by with sadness not only at the 
Vietnam Memorial but also at the Hol-
ocaust Museum. 

There are risks of action, but there 
are also risks of inaction. We take our 
responsibility here tonight seriously, 
and we face this resolution and the sit-
uation that we cannot turn away from. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. HAYES), a member of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

(Mr. HAYES asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HAYES. Madam Speaker, I have 
a rule, too; and that rule is I will not 
go to an enemy’s country and say that 
that leader is telling the truth and our 
President is misleading the American 
people. 

As Winston Churchill said, the price 
of greatness is responsibility. Today we 
have the responsibility to do what is 
right and what is just, and what will 
provide for the security of the Amer-
ican people. We all without exception 
seek peace, but not at any price. We 
seek a lasting, long-term peace. That 
peace is obtainable because our Presi-
dent has forced Saddam Hussein to the 
negotiating table. And because we will 
speak with one voice, lasting peace 
through disarmament is possible, noth-
ing less is acceptable. 

I would first like to highlight the 
strikes that Iraq fires on our pilots. 
Acts of Iraqi aggression against our 
American and British air patrols in the 
no-fly zone occur on a daily basis. U.S. 
and allied forces have patrolled the no-
fly zone since 1991. In the past 21⁄2 years 
alone, U.S. fighters have been fired 
upon more than 2,300 times. In fact, 
just an hour after the letter was deliv-
ered to the U.N. stating that Iraq 
would again consider allowing weapons 
inspectors to their facilities, an Amer-
ican jet patrolling a no-fly zone was 
fired on six times. 

Following the Gulf War in April 1991, 
the United Nations as a cease-fire con-
dition ordered Iraq to completely open 
themselves to arms inspectors to en-
sure that Saddam Hussein was not de-
veloping weapons of mass destruction. 
The U.N. Security Council enacted Res-
olution 687 requiring Iraq to declare, 
destroy or render harmless its weapons 
of mass destruction in production in-
frastructure. Eleven years have passed; 
nothing has changed. Saddam Hussein 
continues to defy that order, and there 
is overwhelming evidence indicating 
that Saddam Hussein is developing 
mass quantities of chemical, biologi-
cal, and nuclear weapons. 

Saddam is using weapons against 
other nations and against his own peo-
ple. With these weapons Saddam Hus-
sein will become the merchant for 
weapons of mass destruction for terror-
ists around the globe. Saddam Hussein 
is also aggressively trying to build nu-
clear weapons. He has the technology 
and know-how to build such devices. 
All he lacks is the fissile material. 
Once he acquires that material, he will 
be months or days away from being 
able to fire nuclear weapons beyond his 
own border. 

Once he has that technology, he can 
bind U.S. hands through blackmail and 
intimidation and rule the Gulf region 
through threat and coercion. Saddam 
Hussein and his regime pose serious 
threats to peace and stability in the 
world. We cannot stand idly by and 
watch this happen. 

Pursuing Iraq is a continuing of the 
war on terrorism, and our forces are up 
to the test. We must ask ourselves 
what is the responsible course of action 
for our country. Are we obliged to sit 
by and idly wait for a chemical, bio-
logical or nuclear 9–11? Or is it our re-
sponsibility to take steps to deal with 
the threat before we are attacked? 

We have an obligation to defend 
against an attack on our people. We 
should be clear on the issue before us. 
It is not enough to get inspectors in. 
We have done this before, and we know 
this mad man has biological weapons. 

To quote the wise words of my friend 
and colleague, the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HYDE), we cannot entrust our 
fate to others, for others may never 
come. If we are not prepared to defend 
ourselves and to defend ourselves alone 
if need be, if we cannot convince the 
world that we are unshakeably re-
solved to do so, then there can be no 
security for us, no safety to be pur-
chased, no refuge to be found.

Today Republicans and Democrats 
alike are concluding that this resolu-
tion needs to be passed to ensure that 
Saddam Hussein never has the oppor-
tunity to use his weapons of mass de-
struction against the United States. 
Iraq needs to not only subject itself to 
full inspections, but also disarm itself 
of all existing weapons. 

The legislation in front of us gives 
the President the authority he needs to 
protect the American people and U.S. 
interests from Saddam Hussein’s weap-
ons of mass destruction while at the 
same time respecting the prerogatives 
of Congress. We have the responsibility 
to act. 

I encourage all Members to keep the 
constituents in mind and support this 
resolution. The way to peace is 
through strength. As President Bush 
said on Monday night, war is neither 
imminent nor inevitable. Compliance 
without exception to the resolutions in 
place and total disarmament equals 
peace. Anything less is an unacceptable 
risk to the safety and the lives of all 
Americans. 

Without disarmament, we will lead 
an international coalition that will dis-

arm Saddam Hussein. Churchill said an 
appeaser is one who feeds a crocodile 
hoping it will eat him last. A vote for 
appeasement, not on my watch. 

Mr. BERMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

Madam Speaker, previous speakers 
have referenced the fact that sup-
porters of this resolution, supporters of 
authorizing force as a way of maxi-
mizing our chances of putting together 
meaningful Security Council action 
and multilateral action for the use of 
force, if necessary, this is being done 
on a bipartisan basis. 

I simply want to reiterate that be-
cause I think our colleagues here and 
the American people should understand 
that this is not simply a position that 
the Bush administration or the Repub-
lican Party endorses, that a number of 
key people in the Clinton administra-
tion’s national security team agree 
that an ‘‘aye’’ vote on this resolution is 
the right vote on this resolution. 

Each of the following people have in-
dicated that to me and to other Mem-
bers of Congress in their visits to the 
Hill in the last month: our National 
Security Adviser, Sandy Berger; the 
Deputy National Security Adviser, 
James Steinberg; our Ambassador in 
the Clinton administration to the 
United Nations and the man rumored 
as likely to have become Secretary of 
State if Al Gore had become President, 
Richard Holbrooke; the architects of 
the dual-containment policy in the 
early 1990s who recognized that at this 
particular time containment of Sad-
dam Hussein is no longer a sensible 
policy, Martin Indyk, first with the Na-
tional Security Council and then As-
sistant Secretary for Near East Affairs; 
Dennis Ross, Special Envoy to the Mid-
dle East; and Ken Pollack in charge of 
implementing the containment policy 
in the Clinton administration for the 
National Security Council; and Under 
Secretary of Defense for Policy, Walter 
Slocum. All of these top Clinton ad-
ministration officials, dealing with 
critical national security issues, say 
that for us building the right vote is an 
‘‘aye’’ vote.

Mr. PAYNE. Madam Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. SANCHEZ), a member of 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

Ms. SANCHEZ. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today in opposition to the base res-
olution authorizing the use of military 
force in Iraq. First and foremost, the 
administration has failed to dem-
onstrate that we face such an immi-
nent threat to our national security 
that a unilateral, preemptive strike is 
critical to our continued well-being. 

Yes, we know that Iraq possesses bio-
logical and chemical weapons. Yes, we 
know that Saddam Hussein has used 
them against the Iranians and the 
Kurds in northern Iraq. But we also 
know that Iraq has not demonstrated 
an intent to use weapons of mass de-
struction against the U.S., our inter-
ests abroad, or any of our allies. 

And as a result of expert testimony 
given before the Committee on Armed 
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Services, we also know Saddam Hus-
sein is a decade away from acquiring 
nuclear-equipped ICBMs capable of 
reaching the United States. 

In contrast, we have been presented 
evidence that a war in Iraq would sig-
nificantly destabilize the Middle East.

b 2200 

Even worse, it could potentially top-
ple friendly governments in countries 
such as Pakistan, Kuwait, and Jordan. 
If President Musharraf were to lose 
control of Pakistan, nuclear weapons 
would fall into the hands of a fun-
damentalist regime. 

We have been presented evidence that 
a war in Iraq would cost the United 
States between $100 billion and $200 bil-
lion at the time when funds are des-
perately needed elsewhere, especially 
in our fight against Afghanistan and 
the war on terrorism. And we do know 
that deterrence has worked. The fact is 
that Hussein has failed to use his vast 
arsenal of biological and chemical 
weapons thus far because the threat of 
collective, immediate retaliation from 
the global community has kept Sad-
dam within his own borders. In a worst-
case scenario, the threat of his impend-
ing downfall could finally compel him 
to use these weapons, and our troops 
would be the ones to suffer the con-
sequences. 

Thus far, I have not seen evidence 
that warrants the loss of American 
lives in Iraq. Under no circumstance 
should our servicemen and women be 
asked to risk their lives unless there is 
no recourse. 

Clearly, the United States and the 
rest of the international community, 
for that matter, is accurately aware 
that Saddam Hussein is a brutal, re-
pressive dictator who has ruthlessly 
tormented his people for decades, but it 
is evident that any action we take 
against the state of Iraq, if it is to be 
successful, will require the help of our 
allies. It should require the coopera-
tion of the United Nations and its Se-
curity Council. These things should be 
in place before we tilt against our 
enemy. Otherwise, we risk becoming 
what we are fighting so hard against, a 
nation that creates its own rules and 
does not care about the international 
community. By taking unilateral ac-
tion prior to exhausting all diplomatic 
efforts, the U.S. would set a dangerous 
precedent and undermine decades of 
relative international stability. 

According to former President 
Jimmy Carter, one of the most basic 
principles for making and keeping 
peace within and between nations is 
that in political, military, moral and 
spiritual confrontations there should 
be an honest attempt at the reconcili-
ation of differences before resorting to 
combat. 

In light of this, I will support the 
gentleman from South Carolina’s (Mr. 
SPRATT) amendment. In the event that 
diplomacy fails, in the event that Sad-
dam Hussein again obstructs access to 
military facilities, it is imperative 

that Congress readdress this issue. If 
Saddam does not let unfettered inspec-
tions in, I will join with my colleagues 
in Congress to authorize the unilateral 
use of force, but until then we must act 
within the boundaries of international 
law if we expect our allies to emulate 
our actions when resolving a crisis of 
their own. 

Harry S. Truman once said there is a 
right kind and a wrong kind of victory, 
just as there are wars for the right 
things and wars that are misdirected. 
And based on evidence that I have re-
ceived, this potential war is mis-
directed. Our enemy was named on 
September 11. It is al Qaeda. Its name 
is Osama bin Laden. 

On March 12, CIA Director Tenet tes-
tified before the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee that al Qaeda remains 
the most immediate and serious threat 
to our country, despite the progress 
that we have made in Afghanistan and 
in disrupting the network elsewhere. 
We have seen what al Qaeda is capable 
of, that it is al Qaeda, not Saddam Hus-
sein, that has continually restated its 
desire to continue a wave of crippling, 
devastating attacks against us. U.S. 
and military intelligence resources 
should be focused on seeking out and 
disbanding the al Qaeda network. We 
owe it to the loved ones of those lost 
on 9/11. We owe it to every American 
family, for that matter, to finish what 
we have started. 

As the most powerful military force 
in the world, a successful military 
strike can be easily carried out. Diplo-
macy, however, is immensely more dif-
ficult but shows more strength.

Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MCKEON), 
another member of the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services as well as 
one of the leaders on education in this 
House. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time. I also thank her for the great 
leadership she has provided on this 
issue and many other issues before us 
in Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been here now al-
most 10 years, and we have heard be-
fore from our leadership that this will 
be the most important vote we take or 
this will be the most important vote 
we take, and granted those were impor-
tant votes but I think they pale in sig-
nificance to the vote that we will take 
on this issue. I think that is the reason 
why our colleagues for the most part 
have addressed this in a very serious 
manner, and I want to congratulate my 
colleagues for the way that this debate 
has been conducted. 

This is something that I think that 
none of us wants to be discussing. We 
would much rather live in a world of 
peace, and none of us would have liked 
to have happen what happened Sep-
tember 11 or in other places around the 
world, but we do not have those wishes. 
We have to deal with reality. 

During August and during my other 
trips home since then, I do not think I 

talked to a single person that did not 
ask, are we going into Iraq and what is 
happening? As we discussed issue, some 
of them expressed to me strong res-
ervations against going into Iraq. 
Some expressed strong support for 
going into Iraq or whatever we needed 
to do to defeat terrorism. 

Today, we face a dilemma much like 
the dilemma that challenged Neville 
Chamberlain in the 1930s. He was con-
fronted with the prospect of waging 
war against a madman or brokering 
peace based on thin promises. Cham-
berlain signed a treaty with Hitler hop-
ing against reason that it would mean 
peace. Hitler mocked Chamberlain and 
he mocked the world when he ignored 
the treaty and broke his promises. In-
action in trying to appease Hitler re-
sulted in ruin. By the war’s end, Hit-
ler’s death toll had reached over 30 mil-
lion people. 

If we do not learn from history’s mis-
takes, we are doomed to repeat them. 
Saddam Hussein is one of today’s mad-
men and, like Hitler, he makes prom-
ises that last just long enough to quiet 
international fears. When the eyes of 
the world are not carefully trained on 
him, he returns to his evil ways. 

The publicly available evidence 
against Saddam Hussein is compelling: 

His aggressive invasion of Kuwait 
and brutal impression of the Kuwaiti 
people in 1990. 

His record in complying with UN in-
spections. In total, Saddam Hussein 
currently stands in violation of 16 
United Nations resolutions. 

His repeated attempts to gain access 
to nuclear weapons. 

His public praise of the attacks of 
September 11. While ideologically al 
Qaeda and Saddam are opposites, their 
common goal is the destruction of 
America. These two evils united pose a 
great threat to our security. 

Because of the real threat that Sad-
dam poses, President Bush has peti-
tioned Congress to adopt the resolution 
before us. And as has been pointed out, 
leaders on both sides of the aisle, on 
both sides of this Chamber have 
worked with the President in drafting 
this resolution. 

Today the debate is not really wheth-
er Saddam wants to gain nuclear weap-
ons and use them on the U.S. and our 
allies. This is a frightening and well-
documented truth. The true debate is 
whether or not America should seek 
permission from the UN before ridding 
the world of a regional and inter-
national danger. 

While the resolution supports the 
President’s efforts to work with the 
United Nations, it does not require 
that the U.S. receive U.N. approval be-
fore taking military action against 
Saddam Hussein. President Bush is 
committed to confronting the Iraqi re-
gime with or without the support of 
the international community. He is 
committed and this Congress should be 
committed because, post-September 11, 
we know the harm that can be caused 
by combining Saddam’s arsenal with al 
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Qaeda’s will. Evidence of al Qaeda 
forces in Iraq is growing by the day, 
which means that the time to act is 
now. 

Throughout our Nation’s history, we 
have always led the cause of freedom, 
but even with freedom and security so 
clearly in danger we have treaded 
lightly when considering whether to 
wage war. We have treaded lightly be-
cause we value human life. Now we 
must move boldly because Saddam 
Hussein does not. 

I urge support of the resolution.
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. ROSS). 

Mr. ROSS. Mr. Speaker, last night, 
our President explained very clearly 
that Saddam Hussein is a malicious ty-
rant with weapons of mass destruction 
and the ability to use them. He has ig-
nored U.N. resolutions more than a 
dozen times. He has supported ter-
rorism. He cannot be trusted, and he 
can no longer be tolerated. 

I have met with President Bush twice 
in the past 2 weeks to discuss Iraq and 
the threat that Saddam Hussein poses 
to America. President Bush provided 
me the evidence I need to support this 
resolution. Saddam Hussein is training 
terrorists to make and use weapons of 
mass destruction. He has these weap-
ons, and I believe he will use them 
against our country and our people. 

I have a brother-in-law in the United 
States Air Force and a first cousin in 
the United States Army. I do not want 
war. None of us want war. We all want 
peace. We all want to know America 
like we did before September 11, 2001. I 
do not want war, but what I do want is 
to prevent another attack on our peo-
ple. 

September 11, 2001, taught us a pain-
ful but unforgettable lesson about the 
evil that our enemies are capable of 
displaying and, yes, carrying out 
against our country and its people. 

Our world has changed, our enemy 
has changed, and our approach must 
also change. This is a decision I never 
thought I would have to make. It is a 
difficult decision that has weighed 
heavily on me. But for the sake of my 
family, my neighbors, my constituents, 
and our country, I know it is the right 
decision, and that is why I will reach 
across party lines and stand by our 
President. 

This resolution authorizes our Presi-
dent to use military action against 
Iraq as a last resort. He has said that 
he will continue to work with the U.N. 
and that he will seek to form a coali-
tion of allies to disarm Iraq, if nec-
essary. 

Our responsibility is clear. We must 
rise to meet this challenge and pass 
this resolution so our men and women 
in the military, our allies across the 
globe, members of the United Nations, 
and, yes, even Saddam Hussein himself 
will know that we are united in our 
mission to make America safe again. 

Our world has changed, our enemy 
has changed, and our approach must 
also change. 

Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
GRAHAM). 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, this will 
probably be the last time I speak on 
the floor of the House. It just suddenly 
dawned upon me. I do not know what 
the future holds for me, but I am not 
really worried about me tonight. 

We have dealt with weighty issues 
during my 8 years here but none more 
important than this. I rise in support 
of the resolution, and I appreciate all 
of our Democratic colleagues who 
made it happen. I know the pressures 
on some of our friends on the other side 
are probably a lot more immense than 
they have been on me, and I applaud 
their courage.

b 2215 

I applaud your courage. For those 
who vote ‘‘no,’’ I respect you and I un-
derstand you are voting your con-
science, and that is the way it should 
be. The resolution, I do believe, is bal-
anced, is firm, and is focused on defend-
ing the United States, in my opinion. 

People in America need to know the 
following: this passage is a certainty. 
Debating is almost over. Action will 
soon follow. 

Please make no mistake about what 
faces our Nation. The U.N. will act; 
Saddam Hussein will not comply; the 
United States and its allies, sooner 
rather than later, will use force to 
bring about regime change; U.S. lives 
will be lost; civilians will be killed and 
harmed. Victory will come at a very 
large price. 

We are setting in motion tonight 
forces long overdue. When the smoke 
clears, the Iraqi people will taste free-
dom for the first time in decades, the 
terrorists will have one less ally, the 
world will be much smaller. 

Evil is about to face the forces of 
good. Thanks to the men and women 
who serve us and their counterparts 
worldwide, one more domino will soon 
fall in the war on terrorism. 

Regardless of how we vote, we will 
pull together soon and we will be one 
people, supporting our President. I ask 
for God’s protection and guidance of 
our President and for all who serve 
under him. With God’s guidance and 
his grace, we will prevail; and the 
world will soon be a better and safer 
place. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY), a member of 
the Committee on Financial Services 
and the Committee on Government Re-
form, a person who speaks for truth 
and justice and has the courage of her 
convictions.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, these are the letters 
and e-mails that I have received from 
my district, about 5,000 of them. These 
support authorizing the President to 
launch a preemptive unilateral war on 

Iraq, 14 of them; and all the rest of 
them are saying no to war. 

These are letters from veterans and 
teachers, mothers and fathers, Repub-
licans and Democrats. In many dif-
ferent voices they are all saying, ‘‘War 
is not just another policy option. It 
must be the very last resort.’’ These 
are serious and thoughtful letters from 
patriots who are deeply concerned, not 
only about the security of the United 
States, but the soul of the United 
States. 

One constituent said, ‘‘Unilateral be-
havior is not the example we as Ameri-
cans should display to the rest of the 
world. We should support and ensure 
the United Nations resolutions to the 
fullest. And, if necessary, we should 
lead in enforcing the United Nations 
resolutions.’’

Many others believe the President 
has provided no convincing evidence 
that going to war with Iraq is nec-
essary or is the only option the U.S. 
has at this time. If the President does 
have the compelling evidence of immi-
nent threat that my constituents want, 
he has not shown it to the Congress. 

If Saddam is such a grave threat, 
why has the administration waited 
until this moment to try to make its 
case? And why, as recently as 1998, was 
Halliburton, the company headed by 
Vice President CHENEY, doing business 
with Iraq and helping them rebuild 
their oil fields? 

Some of my constituents suggest 
that oil might have something to do 
with this, and some suggest it has 
more to do with November 5 than Sep-
tember 11. Many others raise the con-
cerns of the constituent that says, 
‘‘There are far too many other things 
that need to be dealt with in our coun-
try today, including health care, the 
state of the economy, corporate cor-
ruption, as well as a host of environ-
mental and international issues, for us 
to make preemptive war.’’

The two things never suggested in 
these letters are, first, that Saddam 
Hussein is anything other than an evil 
and merciless dictator, and, second, 
that the United States should sit back 
and do nothing to disarm him. Yet the 
President in his speech dismissed those 
who oppose a preemptive strike by say-
ing, ‘‘We could wait and hope that Sad-
dam does not give weapons to terror-
ists or develop a nuclear weapon to 
blackmail the world.’’

Well, with all due respect, Mr. Presi-
dent, there are no waiters or hopers in 
this pile or in this Congress. This is not 
about action versus inaction, and cer-
tainly not about appeasement. No one 
in this Chamber is a Neville Chamber-
lain. 

As Chicago Tribune columnist Steve 
Chapman, who wrote a column called 
‘‘Appeasement Myths,’’ said, since 
Desert Storm, ‘‘No one has been ap-
peasing him. On the contrary, we have 
let Hussein know that if he ever sets 
one toe across any of his borders, we 
will stomp him flatter than a straw hat 
on the interstate. The policy of con-
tainment backed by nuclear deterrent 
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is the same policy the United States 
employed against the Soviet Union for 
40 years with successful results.’’

Mr. Speaker, I will include the full 
article for the RECORD. 

A preemptive strike, in my view, 
puts America and the world in more 
danger, not less. CIA Director Tenet 
wrote, ‘‘Should Saddam conclude that 
a U.S.-led attack could no longer be de-
terred, he probably would become 
much less constrained in adopting ter-
rorist actions.’’

To me, this means Israel, our great-
est ally in the Middle East, would be-
come a target of those attacks, Sad-
dam would likely unleash whatever 
chemical and biological weapons it 
may have on Israel, the Middle East 
would be in flames and the Arab and 
Muslim world united against the 
United States and Israel. The careful 
coalition that the United States assem-
bled to fight what is an imminent 
threat, the terrorist threat of al Qaeda, 
would come apart. The United States 
would be at war, bearing all the costs 
and all the cleanup, which could take 
many years alone. 

We would be putting our young men 
and women in uniform, as many as 
300,000 of them in harm’s way, in the 
way of very serious harm. 

Information provided by the General 
Accounting Office and the Inspector 
General of the Department of Defense 
raises very serious questions about our 
ability to adequately protect our 
troops from chemical and biological 
weapons. Can we justify sending them 
off to war with protective suits that 
may have holes in them when there are 
viable alternatives? 

After World War II, the United States 
took the lead in creating the United 
Nations for the purpose of extending 
the rule of law. We took the lead in 
creating the United Nations for the 
purpose of extending the rule of law 
around the world in order to prevent 
future wars. 

That goal, though too often elusive, 
is even more compelling today in a 
shrinking world in which technology 
makes it possible to virtually destroy 
the planet. The United States, the un-
disputed superpower, has the oppor-
tunity to use its great strength to lead 
the nations of the world toward accept-
ing the rule of law; or we can, as the 
new Bush doctrine spells out, use our 
power to attack at will those who may 
in the future pose a threat. This dan-
gerous and contagious idea of preemp-
tive strike will usher in a new century 
of violence and even catastrophe. 

We should vote ‘‘no’’ on this resolu-
tion granting the President the power 
to go to war, but we can vote ‘‘yes’’ for 
more appropriate and more sensible op-
tions. The gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SPRATT) and the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. LEE) have pro-
vided us with resolutions that allow us 
to address the threat from Iraq without 
first choosing war. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the article written by Steve 

Chapman, ‘‘Appeasement Myths, the 
Realities of Iraq.’’

[From the Chicago Tribune, Oct. 6, 2002] 

APPEASEMENT MYTHS, THE REALITIES OF IRAQ 

(By Steve Chapman) 

Should we go to war to stop Hitler? That 
question may surprise you—at least if you 
operate on the assumption that Hitler is 
dead and not about to go anywhere. 

But conservatives insist that Hitler has 
been reincarnated in the form of Saddam 
Hussein. They say that like the British of 
the 1930s, who had to choose between the 
concessions offered by Prime Minister Nev-
ille Chamberlain and the military action 
urged by Winston Churchill, we have to de-
cide between cowardice and courage. 

The Weekly Standard magazine labels all 
the opponents of this pre-emptive war ‘‘the 
axis of appeasement.’’ The Daily Telegraph 
of London sneers, ‘‘Just as the prospect of in-
vading Iraq provokes clerical and secular 
hand-wringing now, so did the prospect of 
taking up arms against Nazism then.’’ When 
Illinois Sen. Dick Durbin announced he 
would vote against a resolution authorizing 
the president to invade Iraq, his Republican 
opponent Jim Durkin immediately detected 
the stench of ‘‘appeasement.’’

Exhuming the Nazis to justify war is not a 
tactic unique to conservatives. Liberals ac-
cused the United States of shameless ap-
peasement in refusing to send troops to stop 
the war in Bosnia. Both sides claim to have 
learned the lessons of history, but the only 
episode they can ever seem to remember is 
the rise of the Third Reich. 

But they don’t even known much of that 
history. Anyone trying to apply the experi-
ence of Nazi Germany to the case of Iraq can 
see two obvious things: Saddam Hussein is 
no Hitler, and our policy over the last 11 
years looks nothing like appeasement. 

Hitler had been in power just five years 
when he annexed Austria in 1938. Before that 
year was over, he had coerced Britain and 
France to surrender part of Czechoslovakia. 
In 1939 he invaded Poland. Denmark, Nor-
way, Belgium and France soon followed. In 
1941, he marched on Moscow. 

It was a plan of conquest breathtaking in 
its speed and scope. Just eight years after 
gaining power, Hitler was on the verge of 
controlling an empire stretching from the 
Atlantic to the Pacific. 

And where is Saddam’s imperial plan? He 
has been in charge of Iraq for some 30 years, 
and so far he’s initiated hostilities with only 
two countries, Iran and Kuwait. Hitler 
dreamed of ruling the world. Hussein’s grand 
vision was to control the whole of the Shatt 
al Arab waterway and some oil fields to his 
south. 

For all his vicious nature, he has shown no 
interest in building an empire. In any case, 
that would be an impossibility for Iraq, 
which has just 23 million people and is sur-
rounded by bigger nations. 

As for his domestic realm, Hussein is un-
questionably a ruthless despot willing to kill 
anyone who stands in his way. But that de-
scription would not begin to capture Hitler, 
who slaughtered innocents across the con-
tinent on a gargantuan scale. To equate Hus-
sein with Hitler is like equating a snow flur-
ry with an ice age.

If finding someone to impersonate the Fuh-
rer is tough, finding a modern-day Neville 
Chamberlain is even harder. When Hitler de-
manded the Sudetenland from Czecho-
slovakia, Britain and France meekly gave it 
to him. When he proceeded to swallow up the 
rest of the country, nobody tried to stop 
him. When Hussein invaded Kuwait, by con-
trast, he unleashed Operation Desert Storm 
on himself. 

No one has been appeasing him since then, 
either. On the contrary, we’ve kept the Iraqi 
regime confined to a tight little cage. 

The two no-fly zones enforced by British 
and American fighters cover most of Iraq. 
Meanwhile, economic sanctions have kept 
him from buying weapons and spare parts, or 
doing much of anything to rebuild his army. 
‘‘Hitler got more powerful with time, while 
Saddam has gotten weaker,’’ notes John 
Mearsheimer, a defense scholar at the Uni-
versity of Chicago. 

We’ve stationed thousands of troops in Ku-
wait, we have air bases in Saudi Arabia, and 
we generally keep an aircraft carrier within 
striking distance of Iraq at all times. In 
short, we’ve let Hussein know that if he ever 
sets one toe across any of his borders, we’ll 
stomp him flatter than a straw hat on the 
interstate. 

‘‘Everyone agrees we have to take action 
against him,’’ says Mearsheimer, who says 
the choice is not between war and appease-
ment, but ‘‘containment versus rollback.’’ 
The policy of containment, backed by our 
nuclear deterrent, is the same policy the 
United States employed against the Soviet 
Union for 40 years, with successful results. 

Hawks claim to be rejecting the policies of 
Neville Chamberlain that brought on World 
War II. What they’re really rejecting is the 
policy of Harry Truman and Ronald 
Reagan—which won the Cold War and can 
win this one.

Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, I have to respond to my 
colleague from Illinois. I respect your 
feelings and your reasons for voting 
the way that you are going to vote 
when this resolution comes to a vote, 
and you are very honest in your expres-
sion of them. But I have to say that 
those who are supporting this resolu-
tion have similarly honest feelings and 
reasons for doing so. 

It bothers me a little that you are 
questioning the motivation of those 
who support this resolution, and indeed 
the motivations of the President and 
the Vice President of the United 
States, at least indirectly. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. THORN-
BERRY), also a member of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

(Mr. THORNBERRY asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the resolution. Au-
thorizing the use of military force is 
not a decision for any Congress or any 
individual Member to take lightly. I 
approach the issue recognizing that 
American service men and women may 
well sacrifice their lives as a result. I 
also recognize that American use of 
force may have strategic repercussions 
that extend far into the future and into 
all areas of the globe. 

Making this decision may well be the 
most somber responsibility that any 
Member of Congress has. Just because 
a decision is difficult, however, does 
not mean that we should try to avoid it 
or that we should automatically look 
for some option that makes us all feel 
more comfortable. There are those who 
seem to think that we should just con-
tinue along, waiting for an inter-
national consensus or deferring to the 
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United Nations, and thus avoiding hav-
ing to make hard choices. 

But wishful thinking and further 
delay will not lessen the dangers we 
face, but actually will increase them. 
History is replete with instances where 
failure to face up to a difficult cir-
cumstance in a timely manner ulti-
mately resulted in a far greater price 
being exacted. 

However difficult the choices, how-
ever uncertain the future, however 
alone we feel, we must do our best with 
the facts before us. 

And there are certain facts that are 
beyond dispute. One is that Saddam 
Hussein heads an evil, aggressive re-
gime which has brought immeasurable 
misery upon the Iraqi people and their 
neighbors. We know Hussein is a merci-
less killer who does not hesitate to 
massacre innocent civilians and has an 
intense hatred of the United States. 

Another fact beyond dispute is that 
Saddam Hussein will stop at nothing to 
obtain the most deadly, terrifying 
weapons possible. As one of his former 
scientists has said, Iraq has been 
turned into ‘‘one giant WMD factory.’’ 
We know he now has relatively ad-
vanced dangerous chemical and bio-
logical weapons. We know he is willing 
to use them, because he has used them 
before. We know for certain he is ac-
tively trying to acquire nuclear weap-
ons, and we should not forget how 
badly we underestimated how close he 
was to actually building a nuclear de-
vice at the time of the Persian Gulf 
war. 

So we know the character of the man 
and the regime, we know the kinds of 
weapons he has and is trying to ac-
quire, and we know he is perfectly will-
ing to use them. The only relevant 
facts we do not know are when Saddam 
Hussein will act and exactly what his 
tactics will be. But those are details 
that do not really affect the essential 
choice before us. 

That choice is quite simple. On one 
hand, we can continue the approach of 
the past 10 years, hoping that Iraq can 
be contained and that Hussein will not 
use the weapons he has hungered for 
and that he has sacrificed so much to 
acquire. We can hope that one day he 
will choke on a chicken bone and be re-
placed by somebody who will volun-
tarily dismantle Iraqi weapons and 
weapon-making capability. With that 
option, we stake our future and our se-
curity upon wishful thinking. 

The other option is to act. We can 
act with as many other nations as will 
responsibly join us to rid the world of 
the menace that Iraqi’s weapons of 
mass destruction present. And we can 
act to better prepare our homeland for 
the kinds of dangers Hussein and those 
like him present. 

There is no doubt that the United 
States is Hussein’s primary target. 
Acting to eliminate this threat is act-
ing to defend the country and the lives 
of our citizens. But given the unique 
position we occupy in the world, acting 
to eliminate this threat also fulfills a 

special responsibility America has, a 
responsibility to lead, to be a force for 
good. 

Some argue Hussein will not use his 
weapons, that he wants to possess them 
only for prestige in the region. They do 
not believe that he would ever assist 
terrorist networks like al Qaeda from 
acquiring and using such weapons 
against us, in spite of the fact he has a 
history of relations with these terror-
ists. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot risk the lives 
of my constituents or my children on 
guesses about what course this tyrant 
might take. I believe there are no lim-
its to what Hussein will do if he, in his 
perverted world view, believes some-
thing is in his best interests, and that 
includes assisting other terrorists in 
attacking us. 

With all of the uncertainties and 
risks, with less international support 
so far than we would like, the responsi-
bility to deal with this evil still rests 
with us. I believe we should authorize 
the President to use military force to 
address this threat, and that we should 
fully support the President and the 
troops carrying out his commands as 
they strive to make this a safer, more 
just world. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BERMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to get on the 
record a response to one of the prior as-
sertions about the level of prepared-
ness, equipment and training for U.S. 
troops who might be sent into harm’s 
way.
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I am proud to serve on the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, along with 
many of the Members who are here on 
the floor at this time. I believe we may 
be the most bipartisan or nonpartisan 
committee in the House. 

As we led up to this debate, we have 
been briefed by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and other leaders of the military 
who have assured us that every con-
ceivable means of protection, every 
conceivable tool that can be made 
available to the men and women who 
serve in uniform will be made available 
to them. We, in turn, have assured the 
military leaders that we as a com-
mittee and we as a Congress will spare 
no expense to make sure that is the 
case. 

I just do not want there to be any 
misconception that if it is necessary to 
send these young men and women into 
combat that they will not have the 
very finest and best tools of protection. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, we hear over and over 
again this reference to preemptive war. 
I reject the notion that this is under 
the legal doctrine of preemptive war. 
We are dealing with a country, Iraq, 

under the leadership of Saddam Hus-
sein, that has violated resolution after 
resolution adopted by the Security 
Council of the United Nations, includ-
ing resolutions adopted under Chapter 
VII, the peacemaking, peace-enforcing 
provisions of the United Nations char-
ter. To engage in acts to seek to assure 
compliance with those resolutions and 
enforcement of those resolutions is not 
preemptive war in the traditional legal 
sense of the word; it is the enforce-
ment. 

I would remind my colleagues in my 
own party that this body voted on, and 
181 of my democratic colleagues sup-
ported, the authorization of the use of 
air strikes to bomb key targets in 
Yugoslavia in order to stop humani-
tarian slaughter of Kosovars without a 
Security Council resolution, after the 
bombing had already started, and 
thought, properly so, that we were en-
gaging in the right position for the 
United States. I would suggest that not 
only the humanitarian arguments in 
favor of dealing with Saddam’s regime 
but the national security arguments, 
which I would suggest are even greater 
than those that existed when we au-
thorized the use of force against Yugo-
slavia, compel a very similar conclu-
sion here in the name of enforcing U.N. 
Security Council resolutions. 

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey for 
pointing out that fact; and he is accu-
rate, that the Committee on Armed 
Services has received those assurances. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Indiana, (Mr. 
HOSTETTLER), another member of the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

(Mr. HOSTETTLER asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.)

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from New Mex-
ico for yielding me this time. 

Today the question before this body, 
Mr. Speaker, is not ‘‘How shall we re-
spond to the unprovoked attack by a 
foreign nation upon the United States 
or its fielded military forces abroad?’’

We are not debating ‘‘How will we re-
spond to the menace of a political and/
or cultural movement that is envel-
oping nations across the globe and is 
knocking on the door 90 miles off the 
coast of Florida?’’

Nor, Mr. Speaker, are we discussing a 
response to an act of aggression by a 
dictator who has invaded his neighbor 
and has his sights on 40 percent of the 
world’s oil reserves, an act that could 
plunge the American economy, so de-
pendent on energy, into a deep spiral. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, and this point 
must be made very clear, we are not 
discussing how America should respond 
to the acts of terrorism on September 
11, 2001. That debate and vote was held 
over a year ago; and our men and 
women in uniform, led by our Com-
mander-in-Chief and Secretary of De-
fense, are winning the war on ter-
rorism. It is with their blood, sweat, 
and tears that they are winning, for 

VerDate 0ct 02 2002 05:38 Oct 09, 2002 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00114 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K08OC7.184 H08PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7287October 8, 2002
every one of us who will lay our heads 
down in peace this night, the right to 
wake up tomorrow, free. 

No, Mr. Speaker, the question before 
us today is ‘‘Will the House of Rep-
resentatives vote to initiate war on an-
other sovereign nation?’’

Article I, Section 8 of the governing 
document of this Republic, the United 
States Constitution, gives to Congress 
the power to provide for the common 
defense. It follows that Congress’s 
power to declare war must be in keep-
ing with the notion of providing for the 
common defense. 

Today, a novel case is being made 
that the best defense is a good offense. 
But is this the power that the Framers 
of the Constitution meant to pass down 
to their posterity when they sought to 
secure for us the blessings of liberty? 
Did they suggest that mothers and fa-
thers would be required by this august 
body to give up sons and daughters be-
cause of the possibility of future ag-
gression? Mr. Speaker, I humbly sub-
mit that they did not. 

As I was preparing these remarks, I 
was reminded of an entry on my desk 
calendar of April 19. It is an excerpt of 
the Boston Globe, Bicentennial Edi-
tion, March 9, 1975. It reads, ‘‘At dawn 
on this morning, April 19, 1775, some 70 
Minutemen were assembled on 
Lexington’s green. All eyes kept re-
turning to where the road from Boston 
opened onto the green; all ears strained 
to hear the drums and double-march of 
the approaching British Grenadiers. 
Waving to the drummer boy to cease 
his beat, the Minuteman Captain, John 
Parker, gave his fateful command: 
‘Don’t fire unless fired upon. But if 
they want to have a war, let it begin 
here.’’

‘‘Don’t fire unless fired upon.’’ It is a 
notion that is at least as old as St. 
Augustine’s Just War thesis, and it 
finds agreement with the Minutemen 
and Framers of the Constitution. 

We should not turn our back today 
on millennia of wisdom by proposing to 
send America’s beautiful sons and 
daughters into harm’s way for what 
might be. 

We are told that Saddam Hussein 
might have a nuclear weapon; he might 
use a weapon of mass destruction 
against the United States or our inter-
ests overseas; or he might give such 
weapons to al Qaeda or another ter-
rorist organization. But based on the 
best of our intelligence information, 
none of these things have happened. 
The evidence supporting what might be 
is tenuous, at best. 

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I must 
conclude that Iraq indeed poses a 
threat, but it does not pose an immi-
nent threat that justifies a preemptive 
military strike at this time. 

Voting for this resolution not only 
would set an ominous precedent for 
using the administration’s parameters 
to justify war against the remaining 
partners in the ‘‘Axis of Evil,’’ but such 
a vote for preemption would also set a 
standard which the rest of the world 

would seek to hold America to and 
which the rest of the world could jus-
tifiably follow. 

War should be waged by necessity, 
and I do not believe that such necessity 
is at hand at this time. For these rea-
sons, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to please vote ‘‘no’’ on the res-
olution to approve force at this time.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. MEEKS), a new, strong voice 
on the Committee on International Re-
lations. 

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from New 
Jersey for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, today we have an oppor-
tunity to debate an issue that is of 
great importance, an issue that in-
volves both the known and unknown 
consequences that only a war can 
produce, for America, the Middle East, 
and indeed, the entire world. This will 
be by far the most difficult vote that I 
have had to take since I became a 
Member of this body in 1998. It comes 
at a time when many Americans, par-
ticularly many New Yorkers from the 
Sixth Congressional District which I 
am proud and honored to represent, are 
still in pain from the trauma of the at-
tack on 9/11. 

I have no love for Saddam’s brutal re-
gime, and I would support any action 
that the international community and 
the United Nations and our friends in 
Europe and Asia and the Islamic world 
would agree was in the best security 
interests of the world community. I, 
however, do have questions about why 
we must take this vote now. What is 
different between now, 4 months ago, 12 
months ago, 24 months ago, or 48 
months ago? 

More importantly, I have deep con-
cerns, many echoed by allies and Iraq’s 
neighbors, about the unforeseen con-
sequences and instability which would 
be caused by the U.S. military attack 
on Iraq. 

At a time when the economy is fal-
tering and so many other domestic 
issues are being left unattended, this 
Congress is being forced to consider the 
authorization of the use of force, per-
haps unilaterally, against a regime we 
have known about for 20 years, a re-
gime which has always been undemo-
cratic and brutal against its own peo-
ple. Yet our government once ignored 
those facts because it was felt it was in 
our best interests to support the re-
gime with the very same capabilities 
we now say threaten America. 

At a time when we are in the middle 
of a war against terrorism with the 
help of a number of majority Muslim 
nations who are protecting American 
lives against known threats, this au-
thorization of use of force against po-
tential threats could result in the re-
duction of help from new friends and 
allies and, thus, put the lives of Ameri-
cans at risk. Is that what we want to 
do? 

It is not surprising that during a 
time of mourning and healing and, 

most of all, fear, we would speak of the 
evils of Saddam as a threat to America 
and a threat to the world but yet not 
provide this Congress with the evidence 
to support such claims. 

Certainly, when it comes to our secu-
rity, there is no debating that I stand 
with all Americans when it comes to 
protecting Americans, and that is why 
I fully supported any and all actions to 
bring those who committed attacks on 
9/11 to justice. 

Yet, as of last night, no evidence has 
been offered linking Saddam Hussein 
to those who attacked us on 9/11. 

More importantly, let us not tell the 
American people and the world that we 
would use force against Iraq in the 
name of the world’s freedom and secu-
rity. Let us not say we are authorizing 
the President to use force against Iraq 
to protect the credibility of the United 
Nations by enforcing all U.N. security 
resolutions pertaining to Iraq. 

I have yet to see the world, nor Iraq’s 
neighbors, ask America to protect it 
from Iraq. In fact, many friends and al-
lies in our own intelligence agencies 
say a number of other nations pose far 
greater threats to security. 

Others, both inside and outside this 
administration, speak about ‘‘sending a 
message’’ and that the ‘‘credibility’’ of 
our Nation and the world is at risk if 
we do not stand ready to act with 
force. 

I want every Member to say that 
they are ready to comfort a loved one 
of an American soldier who might give 
their life for their country not to con-
front a threat but because it was im-
portant to send a message. Since when 
do we authorize the use of force not to 
address a threat but because not to use 
the force would hurt our credibility? 

It is not surprising that during a 
time of mourning and healing and, 
most of all, fear, we would speak of 
these potential threats from Iraq and 
mix them with the war against terror 
as a pretext for bringing back an old 
approach to national security and call 
it a new policy. 

The ideas of using pre-emptive mili-
tary strikes against unknown threats 
and even the ability to potentially 
threaten, as stated in the administra-
tion’s new national security strategy 
on September 20, 2002, are not new. The 
very same ideas can also be found in 
the 1992 Draft Defense Planning Guid-
ance document and the 1993 Defense 
Strategy for the 1990s document. Both 
of these documents were written under 
the direction of the current Vice Presi-
dent, the Deputy Defense Secretary 
and Secretary of State when they 
served in various Defense Department-
related positions in the last Bush ad-
ministration. 

If we truly live in the new world, 
then why is the Bush administration 
presenting us with what it calls a ‘‘new 
approach’’ to national security for 
Americans in a new world, using the 
same old ideas that were once rejected 
by the American people, ideas which 
even Nelson Mandela said could be a 
threat to world security? 
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Mr. Speaker, I have come to the con-

clusion that this debate about Iraq 
raises two fundamental questions for 
our Nation and for our generation, 
questions which, depending upon how 
they are answered, will affect the lives 
of generations to come. 

One, what kind of world do Ameri-
cans want our children to live in? 

Two, in the 21st century, do Ameri-
cans think the best way to achieve se-
curity is by U.S. global military domi-
nance or U.S. global cooperation? 

I believe that after 9/11 it is now 
more important than ever for the 
American people to have a greater say 
on whether they believe they will be 
safer in America and, in an increas-
ingly smaller world, if their govern-
ment adopts a posture of global mili-
tary dominance or a posture of global 
cooperation. 

Many Americans feel that increased 
public diplomacy must be a part of the 
war against terrorism because one of 
the reasons why a murderer like bin 
Laden was able to recruit individuals 
to attack Americans is because some in 
the world are isolated and do not know 
the truth about America. 

Fighting terrorism requires global 
solutions, which can only be obtained 
through cooperation, not by threat-
ening the world that we will go it alone 
whenever the world does not see things 
our way. 

The use of the world’s greatest mili-
tary power in a preemptive strike 
against others is not a foreign policy of 
strength. It is a foreign policy of fear.

I will always stand for protecting America 
and given the fact that we will soon begin 
spending more money on defense than the 
combined spending of the next 19 nations in 
the world, I am confident that our military 
power assures that any nation that attacked 
us would be defeated in battle. 

We were not attacked by any nation on 9/
11. When it comes to protecting America from 
terrorist groups like Al Qaeda, recent history 
shows that we can beat them as well, when 
we have the help and cooperation of others. 

A pre-emptive strike against Iraq will squan-
der the opportunity to build on the existing co-
operation we now enjoy and to create even 
greater levels of global cooperation on other 
issues of concern to the world—including 
issues which are the root causes of terrorism. 

We can take action and we should. We can 
work with others in the same way we are 
working with the world to combat Al Qaeda. 
We can demonstrate true leadership by ex-
hausting all diplomatic means rather than by 
simply falling back on the use of force. 

I’m sure that this Administration and this 
Congress will always reserve the right to pur-
sue a course of action to protect America’s 
national security. However, we must realize 
that no matter how powerful our military is, our 
security is linked to the world’s security. If this 
crisis is truly an issue of global peace, I urge 
America to work with the world to secure the 
peace for all.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, much has been said 
today, and I am sure over the next few 
days much more will be said, as it 

should. The issue of authorizing the 
use of our Armed Forces is a momen-
tous one, and it demands the thorough 
consideration of this Congress, and I 
believe we will be giving this some 30 
hours of debate. 

September 11 was a cruel wake-up 
call. After the Cold War, I am afraid 
our country indulged in the notion 
that we could shut out the world.
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The Soviet military power that ex-
isted, coupled with the expansionist 
ideology of Marxism, had vanished as a 
threat to the United States. There was 
exuberance that America could cruise 
on the international front. During that 
time, we lowered our defenses and 
downplayed many troubling develop-
ments, including the rise of al-Qaeda 
and the rise of Saddam Hussein’s capa-
bilities, with his development of weap-
ons of mass destruction, to harm our 
Nation. 

September 11 harshly brought home 
the fact that the world is a dangerous 
place, it has always been, and that 
threats must be dealt with before they 
hit home, as they did hit home last 
year with such terrible impact. 

Last night, President Bush made a 
powerful case against Saddam Hus-
sein’s regime. It has hostile intentions; 
it possesses weapons of mass destruc-
tion; it has means to harm us mas-
sively, means that are increasing daily; 
and that it is only a matter of time be-
fore Saddam strikes again against 
America’s interests. 

The President spoke even of Iraq pos-
sessing, and I am going to quote from 
his speech, ‘‘a growing fleet of manned 
and unmanned aerial vehicles that 
could be used to disperse chemical and 
biological weapons across broad areas.’’

Well, that is why I urge my col-
leagues to support this resolution. We 
have had a long debate today, and I 
would like to address a point that was 
raised earlier. 

Iraq was described as an impover-
ished Third World nation. The sugges-
tion was that there is no threat there. 
Many Americans may think of Iraq in 
this way. If so, they must realize that 
while many Iraqis are suffering under 
Saddam, his regime is not impover-
ished. As a matter of fact, our General 
Accounting Office, our GAO, did a 
study in which they found that some 
$6.6 billion between 1996 and 2001 was 
siphoned off for use by the regime. 

British intelligence, that did their 
own analysis all the way up until sev-
eral weeks ago, tells us that between 9 
billion and $10 billion has been si-
phoned off in surcharges, kickbacks, il-
legal exports. Let me tell the Members, 
Mr. Speaker, that $9 billion to $10 bil-
lion pays for the development of a lot 
of weapons of mass destruction. One 
could buy a lot with that amount of 
money. 

It is not improbable that Saddam 
Hussein is developing nuclear weapons 
and the means to deliver them. I tell 
the Members that U.N. inspectors 

found plans for a bomb that would re-
quire 34 pounds of enriched uranium. I 
had an opportunity in the Committee 
on International Relations to ask our 
former CIA Director, James Woolsey, 
how long it would take if Saddam ob-
tained the U-235, the enriched uranium, 
that he is attempting to obtain right 
now. He said if he had the uranium, it 
would take them about 4 months before 
a nuclear weapon was ready. 

He may already have that uranium; 
and as we know from other reports, if 
he is not able to buy it on the world 
market, it is only a matter of time, 3 
years at the most, before he develops 
that capability himself. So it is only a 
matter of time. 

The Iraqi regime has long employed 
very capable scientists and techni-
cians. Those of us who have traveled to 
Moscow talked to the Russians who ran 
their program, who have shared with 
us that some of their very capable sci-
entists are in the Middle East today, 
some of them working in Iraq. 

Iraq has access to a developed infra-
structure. The regime has ample re-
sources from its oil wealth, giving it 
the ability to bid for the considerable 
scientific and technological expertise. 
They use front organizations and front 
companies in order to obtain this tech-
nology into Iraq. They have key mate-
rials that have been floating around 
since the break-up of the East bloc. 

So this is not a ragtag dictatorship 
we are dealing with; it is an able tyr-
anny dedicated and capable of doing us 
real harm. That is why action has to be 
taken to disarm Saddam Hussein. 

I would like to address some of the 
other concerns that have been ex-
pressed on the floor of this House 
today. Some opponents of this resolu-
tion have asked, why now? I would like 
to point out to my colleagues that it 
was in 1998, 4 years ago, that Congress 
concluded that Iraq’s continuing weap-
ons of mass destruction program 
threatened vital U.S. interests. Con-
gress then urged the President to take 
appropriate action to bring Iraq into 
compliance with its international obli-
gations, including relinquishing its 
weapons of mass destruction. 

The Iraqi Liberation Act that Con-
gress passed that year endorsed a 
change of the Iraqi regime, and that 
was 4 years ago. Our Nation did not do 
anything to effectively address this, 
but Congress recognized it as being a 
real threat. 

By authorizing action to forcefully 
address this challenge now, we are 
hardly being rash. If anything, this ac-
tion is overdue. The fact is that Iraq 
for years has pursued weapons of mass 
destruction with great determination. 
It had a crash nuclear weapons pro-
gram prior to the Gulf War. It is esti-
mated that were it not for the war, 
Iraq would have had nuclear weapons 
no later than 1993. 

Neither Saddam’s Gulf War defeat 
nor a slew of U.N. resolutions were a 
deterrent. In 1998, the International 
Atomic Energy Agency dismantled ex-
tensive nuclear weapons facilities in 
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Iraq, including three uranium enrich-
ment sites, as President Bush noted 
last night. This regime has been oper-
ating free of inspectors for the last 4 
years. Is there any reason to believe 
that Iraq is not near acquiring a nu-
clear weapon? 

Some have charged that all questions 
have not been answered. What will a 
post-Saddam Iraq look like? Yes, it is 
our responsibility to best anticipate 
what a post-Saddam Middle East will 
look like and best account for it, but 
we cannot allow ourselves to be para-
lyzed by the uncertainty that is part 
and parcel of international politics. To 
resist acting in the face of a mortal 
threat because we do not have a crystal 
ball would be folly. 

Did we have all the answers when we 
intervened in Afghanistan? No. We 
heard that we would get bogged down 
in a bloody quagmire, as the Russians 
did a dozen years earlier. We did not. 
Yes, we have much work left to do in 
Afghanistan, but our military has per-
formed in the stellar way many of us 
expected it would. The Taliban was 
routed, as was part of al-Qaeda. 

Those who oppose this resolution 
based upon concerns about stability in 
Iraq and the region should ask why 
their vision of stability in Iraq and the 
region is based upon Saddam’s contin-
ued role. Is that the best this region 
can do? 

Some have raised concerns about the 
Iraqi people, suggesting they will suf-
fer. If war comes, there certainly will 
be suffering, but I suggest that nothing 
is harming Iraqis more than Saddam’s 
tyranny. We do have Iraqi children 
without food and medicine, but let us 
lay responsibility where responsibility 
belongs: on this palace-building dic-
tator who squanders his nation’s re-
sources. 

This is one of the most repressive re-
gimes in the world. Amnesty Inter-
national has reported that Iraq is the 
country with the greatest number of 
people missing or unaccounted for. One 
human rights group reports that Sad-
dam has killed over 500 journalists and 
intellectuals, and tens of thousands of 
political opponents and ordinary Iraqi 
citizens have been subjected to arbi-
trary arrest, imprisonment, torture, 
burning, electric shocks, starvation, 
mutilation, and rape. This is how 
Saddam’s regime makes Iraqis suffer. I 
can only imagine its disdain for Ameri-
cans. 

Saddam is in possession of weapons 
of mass destruction. He is working to 
advance his deadly arsenal. Can there 
be any doubt that we must act before 
our Nation is hit? 

It is always easier to kick a problem 
down the road, to deal with it later. We 
do that too often around here. What is 
required to beat that syndrome is lead-
ership, leadership willing to deal with 
an unpleasant situation head on. That 
is what our President and his national 
security team are showing. 

Critics say that the administration is 
not exploring all options. It is explor-

ing options. We may avoid war. What 
option the President has no interest in, 
though, and I think this is to his cred-
it, is shirking his responsibility for the 
defense of our Nation. He certainly is 
not willing to allow the nations of the 
United Nations Security Council to 
dictate the terms by which our Nation 
is defended, which is what some are 
calling for. 

After any military action, it will be 
incumbent upon our country to stay 
the course to see that the new Iraq no 
longer threatens us. That means rid-
ding the country of weapons of mass 
destruction, but also helping to see 
that Iraq has a chance of becoming a 
successful state. This will mean help-
ing the Iraqi people, to whom, it should 
be emphasized, we hold no hostility. 

Helping build stability is our current 
challenge in Afghanistan, and helping 
to give Afghanistan and Iraq a chance 
for stability and a decent government 
will require a substantial U.S. commit-
ment. Given the threat to our security 
that Iraq and Afghanistan pose, we 
must make this investment.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, the Com-
mittee on Armed Services had a couple 
of minutes left, but I yield back the 
balance of our time. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, in this House, and in-
deed, in homes across America, we are 
debating whether to use force to dis-
arm Saddam Hussein if he fails to com-
ply with the resolutions of the United 
Nations, if he fails to submit to unfet-
tered inspections, and even if we must 
go it alone. 

The President has come before the 
Nation to make the case for strong 
intervention and to attempt to answer 
many of the difficult questions being 
posed by the American people: Why is 
Iraq unique when other nations possess 
weapons of mass destruction? Why 
now, when Iraq has been ignoring the 
U.N. resolutions for 11 years? What ef-
fect will this have on the broader war 
on terrorism? Will an invasion of Iraq 
in the end make us safer or more at 
risk? 

All of these questions are legitimate. 
None admits of a simple answer; and 
none can be answered completely, de-
pending, as they do, upon the unknow-
able caprice of a despot. But there are 
certain facts which I believe are indis-
putable. 

First, Saddam Hussein has chemical 
and biological weapons, and is devel-
oping a nuclear weapons capacity. 

Second, an inspection regime in 
which hundreds of acres of so-called 
palace grounds are off limits is no in-
spection regime at all. In fact, it is 
worse than no inspections, giving, as it 
does, a false sense of security and effec-
tiveness. 

Third, Saddam Hussein will never 
submit to a real inspection regime 
without the credible threat of force. 

Fourth, we cannot continue to allow 
Saddam Hussein to fire on American 

pilots who seek to enforce United Na-
tions resolutions. 

Finally, the threat posed by Saddam 
Hussein’s weapons program will only 
grow over time; and in time, he will 
have the atomic bomb. 

Of all the dilemmas facing our Na-
tion in light of these facts, the central 
issue is this: How imminent is the 
threat to this country from Iraq? 

The threats we face after September 
11 are different in kind than those we 
have faced in the past. We will never 
likely see enemy troops massing on our 
borders, threatening to dominate Eu-
rope, or attacking our bases with large 
fleets of ships or planes. The predomi-
nant threat we must now address 
comes from terrorists and the states 
that sponsor them, terrorists who can-
not be contained and cannot be de-
terred, and terrorists that can act with 
great suddenness and ferocity, causing 
dramatic loss of life. 

It is fair to ask ourselves whether, on 
September 10, prior to the devastating 
attacks on this country, we would have 
adjudged al Qaeda an imminent enough 
threat to justify the strenuous use of 
force to rout out the terrorists in Af-
ghanistan. Apparently, we did not. Just 
as plainly, we cannot wait until 3,000 
more Americans lie in their graves to 
warrant our intervention when other 
threats materialize.
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The narrow question before Congress 

right now is whether the threat from 
Iraq is imminent enough to support a 
resolution authorizing the use of force 
to compel this armament if persuasion 
fails. On the basis of information I 
have received, both classified and un-
classified, from meetings with the 
President, National Security Advisor, 
Secretary of State, regional experts, 
defectors and others, I believe it is; and 
I am concerned that the failure of such 
a resolution at a time when our Com-
mander-in-Chief is before the United 
Nations would be deleterious to our ef-
forts to engage that world body. 

The original resolution drafted by 
the President was too broad, and I did 
not support it. Through negotiation 
with the Democratic leadership, the 
resolution was considerably narrowed 
to require the President to exhaust all 
efforts through diplomatic and other 
peaceful means before any resort to 
force could be made, to limit the scope 
of his authority to Iraq, rather than 
the entire region, to require compli-
ance with the War Powers Act and to 
compel frequent consultation with 
Congress. 

In the House Committee on Inter-
national Relations on which I serve, I 
supported amendments to narrow the 
President’s authority further still, in-
cluding the Biden-Lugar amendment, 
which contained even stronger lan-
guage compelling the use of force to 
compel disarmament. These amend-
ments were unsuccessful, and I sup-
ported the bipartisan compromise reso-
lution on final passage out of the com-
mittee, and I will support it here on 
the floor. 
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My vote in favor of this resolution 

and my desire to support the adminis-
tration’s efforts that the United Na-
tions should not, however, be taken as 
an unequivocal endorsement of the ad-
ministration’s handling of Iraq over 
the last year. It is not. The administra-
tion must not go about this alone or 
unilaterally but redouble its effort to 
enlist the support of our allies until it 
is successful, as I believe it can be. The 
administration must change the nature 
of its rhetoric, rhetoric which on a host 
of issue has shown too great a willing-
ness, at times an eagerness, to go it 
alone on a whole range of issues, a pol-
icy and a tone which has made the 
process of gathering international sup-
port much more difficult than it should 
have been. 

I share the concerns expressed by 
hundreds of my constituents that this 
country not rush to establish a prece-
dent that every country is justified in 
unilateral military action against all 
perceived threats and that the best 
way to distinguish our conduct from 
other nations considering their own 
preemptive actions in the future is to 
persevere in our determination to build 
international support for international 
action. 

I hope that military force is not nec-
essary. As the President said in his 
speech last night, ‘‘Approving this res-
olution does not mean that military 
action is imminent or unavoidable.’’ 
But if force is required to disarm Iraq, 
I have great faith in the men and 
women of the U.S. Armed Forces. They 
will do their job bravely and effec-
tively, and we will be successful. We 
will win the war. 

Let us resolve also to take the longer 
and no less complex task of winning 
the peace. We must not risk the lives of 
American soldiers to replace one Baath 
party dictator with another, to allow 
Iraq to disintegrate or degenerate into 
tribal warfare. We must be committed 
to the long-term prosperity of the Iraqi 
people, to the establishment of the 
democratic institutions, and to the 
rights of speech and association and 
the free exercise of religion. 

We must embrace a broad vision, one 
that works to democratize the Middle 
East, to secure its rebirth and the ele-
vation of its civilization, and a vision 
comparable to the Marshall Plan at the 
end of World War II. This will be no 
minor undertaking and will represent a 
significant departure from past poli-
cies, which have too often favored oil 
and friendly autocracy over principle 
and popular democracy. It will also re-
quire an investment in the very future 
of the very nations which now threaten 
us. But as post World War II Europe 
has illustrated, with every effort we 
make and every dollar we contribute, 
our own peace, security and prosperity 
will be rewarded. 

On September 10, the danger from 
terrorists was imminent, and we took 
no action. On September 11, we were 
devastated. Now it will forever be Sep-
tember 12, the day we realized that our 

military might alone, stationary and 
defensive, could not deter, could not 
prevent, could not contain the threats 
against us. And so we must gather the 
freedom-loving nations of the world 
and act to disarm Iraq peacefully if at 
all possible, but to disarm. And in time 
also to rebuild so that what was once a 
cradle of civilization can again be a 
light to the world.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Mrs. BIGGERT). 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with some regret 
but strong conviction that I rise today 
to express my support for House Joint 
Resolution 114. 

No member of this body ever wishes 
to cast a vote that could ultimately 
lead to the loss of even one American 
life. Yet that is exactly what all of us, 
those who vote for this resolution and 
those who vote against, are doing 
today. Those of us who vote for the res-
olution must know that granting the 
President the authority to use force 
could lead to an invasion of Iraq and 
the possible loss of American troops. 
Those who vote against the resolution 
must know that denying the President 
the authority to use force could allow 
Saddam Hussein to use his weapons of 
mass destruction against us, costing 
untold loss of American lives. 

So the question before us is not 
whether there is a safe course of action 
that will guarantee no loss of Amer-
ican life. Unfortunately, there is no 
such guarantee and no such option. In-
stead, the question is whether the 
threat posed by Saddam Hussein can 
best be removed by granting our Presi-
dent the authority to use force against 
him. In short, is this mission in our 
vital national interest? 

Well, I say there is no interest more 
vital to the United States than pro-
tecting our citizens from the kind of 
attacks we suffered on 9/11 and could 
well suffer again at the hands of Sad-
dam Hussein’s weapons of mass de-
struction. 

Must we grant the President the au-
thority to use force in order to achieve 
this goal? In my view, the answer is 
yes. Force and the threat of force are 
the only message that Saddam Hussein 
understands. He is not a rational leader 
who acts in the interest of his citi-
zenry. He is a despotic dictator who 
terrorizes his own people, his neighbors 
and the world community at large. 

President Bush put it best in his ad-
dress to the United Nations when he 
said that Saddam Hussein has made 
the case against himself. He has ig-
nored with impunity every promise 
made, every commitment undertaken 
and every Security Council resolution 
passed. 

Why has he done this? Because he 
can. We must grant our President the 
tools he needs to make it clear to Sad-
dam Hussein that he no longer can. He 

no longer can fire at our aircrafts, 
evade U.N. inspectors or continue his 
quest for weapons of mass destruction. 

If granted this potent authority, will 
our President do the right thing? I say 
he will do the right thing. 

No President of the United States 
ever wants to live again a day like 9/11. 
No President ever wishes to account 
for a fatal breach in national security. 
No President ever wishes to send our 
troops into harm’s way for the sake of 
anything short of our vital national in-
terest. And I have no doubt that no 
President, least of all this President, 
will use force unless it is the best 
means possible to keep America and 
Americans safe and secure. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATERS), a member of the 
Committee on Financial Services and 
the Committee on the Judiciary. But, 
more importantly, for many decades 
she has been a strong voice for women, 
for those who have no voice. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE) for yielding me time; and I 
commend him on the tremendous work 
that he does in this Congress dealing 
with the many complicated problems 
of foreign relations. I thank him for 
the time that he is allocating to me 
this evening. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose this res-
olution which would authorize the 
President to use unilateral military 
force against Iraq. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe the 
President has provided sufficient evi-
dence to conclude that Saddam Hussein 
currently possesses significant quan-
tities of weapons of mass destruction. 
Although I am aware that weapons in-
spectors found significant amounts of 
chemical and biological weapons in 
Iraq between 1991 and 1998, those mate-
rials have been destroyed. Since that 
date, there have been allegations of a 
growing arsenal of chemical and bio-
logical weapons, but there is to date no 
credible evidence of such an arsenal’s 
existence.
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Even if Saddam Hussein does possess 
weapons of mass destruction, Iraq does 
not represent an imminent threat to 
the United States of America. There is 
simply no evidence connecting Saddam 
Hussein with the 9–11 terrorist attacks. 
There is also no evidence to indicate 
that Saddam Hussein has ever given 
weapons of mass destruction to ter-
rorist groups. 

Furthermore, Iraq is 6,000 miles away 
from the United States and the Iraqi 
regime lacks the capability to strike 
the United States from within its own 
borders. 

The ultimate weapons of mass de-
struction are nuclear weapons. If ad-
ministration officials are really con-
cerned about other countries having 
weapons of mass destruction, they 
should turn their attention to Russia, 
China, India, Pakistan, and Israel, all 
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of which are known to possess nuclear 
weapons. 

No one doubts that Saddam Hussein 
is a potential threat to his neighbors in 
the Middle East. He has attacked them 
in the past, and certainly he could do it 
again. However, Saddam Hussein’s 
neighbors do not support military ac-
tion against Iraq at this time, and it 
would be diplomatically and militarily 
unwise for the United States to initiate 
a war in the Middle East without the 
support and participation of a coalition 
of countries in the region. 

If administration officials are con-
cerned about countries that support 
terrorism, perhaps they should turn 
their attention to our friend and ally, 
the most undemocratic country, Saudi 
Arabia. Saudi Arabia has been financ-
ing extremist Islamist madrassahs in 
Pakistan and other Islamic countries. 
These madrassahs, or schools, teach 
young boys an extreme interpretation 
of Islam, combined with a support for 
terrorism and hatred for America. But 
they are our friends, and I do not see 
talk or discussion from this adminis-
tration about trying to bring about de-
mocracy in Saudi Arabia, or being con-
cerned about the financing of the 
madrassahs and the things they have 
been doing for so very long. 

The human and economic cost of a 
war on Iraq are completely unjustified. 
It has been estimated that a war on 
Iraq would cost between $100 and $200 
billion. This would come at a time 
when we are already spending billions 
of dollars to wage a war against ter-
rorism in Afghanistan. A war on Iraq 
could lead to the deaths of thousands 
of innocent citizens in Iraq and un-
known numbers of American service-
men and women. 

Mr. Speaker, we would like the Presi-
dent to finish the war on terrorism. 
While we have had some success in Af-
ghanistan, we still have not located 
Osama bin Laden. Our servicemen have 
been fired on in Afghanistan every day, 
and they are all set to assassinate the 
President or the leader that we have 
supported in Afghanistan, and it could 
happen at any time. 

I am deeply concerned that a unilat-
eral war on Iraq would make Ameri-
cans more vulnerable to terrorist at-
tacks at home. A unilateral war on 
Iraq could lead to an increase in anti-
American extremism throughout the 
Muslim world. This could destabilize 
countries in the Middle East and South 
Asia. It could also provide al Qaeda 
with an opportunity to recruit addi-
tional terrorists within these coun-
tries. 

Al Qaeda is America’s greatest 
enemy. We should be focusing our ef-
forts on confronting the al Qaeda 
threat, while encouraging the people of 
the Middle East and South Asia to sup-
port democracy and oppose terrorism. 

Instead of authorizing a unilateral 
war, Congress should support the ef-
forts of the United Nations to resume 
weapons inspections in Iraq. The re-
sumption of weapons inspections would 

allow us to determine whether Saddam 
Hussein has the weapons of mass de-
struction that the Bush administration 
claims he has. Working with the 
United Nations would also illustrate to 
our allies and people throughout the 
Muslim world that the United States 
respects the rule of law and considers 
war a last resort. 

I urge Members to oppose unilateral 
use of America’s Armed Forces and 
give United Nations weapons inspec-
tors an opportunity to do their work. I 
urge my colleagues to oppose this reso-
lution.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me respond to the 
gentlewoman and to the argument in 
terms of what has not been found re-
garding weapons of mass destruction. 
The Committee on International Rela-
tions had a hearing on this very re-
cently. 

During that hearing we heard testi-
mony to the fact that Saddam Hussein 
was on the edge of a precipice with re-
gards to the ability to unleash weapons 
of mass destruction. I am just going to 
briefly mention some of the work of 
Jeffrey Goldberg, who spent many 
months inside Iraq; and as he says, 
when Saddam Hussein maneuvered 
UNSCOM, the weapons inspectors, out 
of the country in 1998, the weapons in-
spectors had found a sizable portion of 
his arsenal, but were vexed by what 
they could not find. His scientists have 
produced and weaponized anthrax. 
They have manufactured botulinum 
toxin which causes muscular paralysis 
and death. They have made a bac-
terium which causes gas gangrene, a 
condition in which the flesh rots. They 
have also made wheat-cover smut 
which can be used to poison crops, and 
ricin, which, when absorbed into the 
lungs, causes hemorrhagic pneumonia. 

And according to Gary Milhollin, the 
director of the Wisconsin Project on 
Nuclear Arms Control, whose Iraq 
Watch project monitors Saddam’s 
weapons capabilities, inspectors could 
not account for a great deal of weap-
onry that is in Iraq’s possession, in-
cluding 4 tons of nerve agent VX, 600 
tons of ingredients for VX, as much as 
3,000 tons of other poison gas agents, at 
least 550 artillery shells filled with 
mustard gas; nor did they find the 
stores of aflatoxin which have been 
manufactured there that have been put 
on warheads. 

I guess I would just echo the words of 
Jeffrey Goldberg when he says Saddam 
Hussein’s motives are unclear because 
for the past decade the development of 
these weapons has caused nothing but 
trouble for him. His international iso-
lation grows not from his past crimes, 
but from his refusal to let weapons in-
spectors dismantle his nonconventional 
weapons programs. 

When Iraqi dissident Kanan Makiya 
was asked why Saddam Hussein is so 
committed to these programs he said, 
‘‘I think this regime developed a very 
specific ideology associated with power 

and how to extend that power, and 
these weapons play a very important 
psychological and political part.’’

So yes, we do have ample evidence. 
Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. ROYCE. I yield to the gentle-

woman from California. 
Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I think it 

is important for us to talk about what 
really has happened with the relation-
ship that we have had with Saddam 
Hussein. 

Does the gentleman understand that 
we are the ones that gave him anthrax? 

Mr. ROYCE. No, I do not understand 
that. I respectfully disagree with the 
gentlewoman. 

Ms. WATERS. I disagrees with the 
gentleman, also; and I appreciate the 
time that the gentleman is giving me 
to counter some of his points. 

In addition, would the gentleman 
agree that our inspectors decided to 
leave Iraq after it was discovered that 
they were there doing some of the work 
of the CIA instead of doing the inspec-
tions that they were supposed to be 
doing?
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Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I under-
stand that Saddam Hussein was very 
effective in maneuvering our inspec-
tors out of Iraq and has not allowed in 
our inspectors or any other inspectors 
for 4 years; and I also understand that 
during that 4-year time frame he has 
been developing not only chemical and 
gas weaponry, biological weaponry, but 
also nuclear weaponry. That is what I 
know. And I would commend to the 
gentlewoman to review our transcript 
of our hearing on this very subject. 

Reclaiming my time, I would just say 
there may be some debate among arms 
controls experts about exactly when 
Saddam will have nuclear capability, 
but there is no disagreement that Iraq, 
if unchecked, will have them soon and 
a nuclear-armed Iraq would alter for-
ever the balance of power in the Middle 
East. I think there is very little doubt 
that Saddam, if he had an atomic bomb 
and with these stocks of biological and 
chemical weapons, might not use that 
for the purpose of power. 

Because when Jeffrey Goldberg 
talked about Saddam’s past with the 
medical geneticist Christine Gosden, 
who has been there on the ground in 
Kurdistan working with Kurds, some 4 
million of which are estimated to have 
been affected at one point or another 
by chemical attack, she said one thing. 
She said, please understand the Kurds 
were for practice. They were practicing 
with different types of chemical and bi-
ological weapons on the Kurdish popu-
lation. 

I think, under these circumstances, if 
we do not move forward with a plan to 
disarm Saddam Hussein, it would be 
folly. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE), a 
member of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 
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Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding me time; 
and I appreciate being part of this his-
toric debate. 

It has often been said that the most 
difficult decision a Member of Congress 
will ever have to make is a decision to 
send people in America to war. We are 
often told that we ought to approach it 
as if we are sending our own child to 
war. I do not have any children old 
enough to participate in a war at this 
time, but I do have one family member 
who will likely participate in this con-
flict. That adds extra gravity to this 
debate for me. 

Earlier in this debate it was also 
mentioned that we ought to visit some 
of the war memorials around town. I 
did so last night. Late last night, I vis-
ited the Vietnam Memorial; and I can 
tell my colleagues that seeing so many 
names on that wall adds importance to 
the debate that we are having tonight, 
that we will have throughout this 
week. 

We ought to let history be our guide 
here. But the most recent history in 
this case that we ought to look at is 
the vote that took place in this Cham-
ber 12 years ago. During that time, we 
faced a very similar decision. Should 
we thwart Saddam Hussein in his at-
tempt to go beyond his boundaries or 
should we appease him? Fortunately, 
the majority of this body and the other 
body agreed we ought to thwart him; 
and I think we can all agree that, had 
we not done so, that the biological and 
chemical weapons that Saddam Hus-
sein possesses would be added to nu-
clear weapons which he would cer-
tainly possess today had he not been 
thwarted at that time. 

We are in this position today, I would 
submit, because we have no other 
choice. This is our only reasonable op-
tion. War will no doubt come at great 
cost. When we visit the war memorials, 
we see that cost, but the cost of ap-
peasement is far greater. 

I commend the House leadership for 
bringing this resolution forward and 
for shepherding it through process. I 
especially commend our President who 
so forcefully pushed for this resolution 
and who has so deliberately pushed for 
this resolution. 

I urge support for the resolution. 
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
I would like to make a short state-

ment that I am not so sure that the at-
tempt to avoid war, the attempt to 
avoid death and destruction, the at-
tempt to use as a last resort the hor-
rific weapons of destruction and death 
that we have in our arsenals, weapons, 
smart weapons, weapons 10 times more 
accurate and deadly than we used 10 
years ago, is necessarily appeasement. 
I think that we should use every delib-
erate ounce of strength in our bodies to 
avoid death and destruction, and to 
avoid that I think is stretching it when 
that is considered appeasement.

I yield 5 minutes, Mr. Speaker, to the 
gentlewoman from North Carolina 

(Mrs. CLAYTON), a person who serves on 
the Committee on Agriculture and 
whose strong voice we will miss as this 
is the last term she will be serving in 
this august body. She has made a 
strong mark for the great State of 
North Carolina. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, like most persons of 
deeply held conscience, I come to the 
House floor tonight deeply troubled. I 
am concerned about the threat of na-
tional security. I am concerned about 
the threat that Saddam Hussein poses 
to the world at large, and I am con-
cerned about Saddam Hussein’s will-
ingness to thumb his nose at rest of the 
world. 

However, these are not my only con-
cerns. I am also deeply concerned 
about the way in which the administra-
tion is approaching this state of af-
fairs. President Bush has said that Iraq 
possesses weapons of mass destruction, 
but he has not made a convincing and 
compelling case that Saddam Hussein 
poses such a dangerous, verifiable and 
immediate threat that the President 
should be granted the authority to at-
tack Iraq preemptively or unilaterally. 
We have known for years that Iraq pos-
sesses chemical and biological weapons 
and, sadly, that he has used these 
weapons on people from his own coun-
try. We know factually that Iraq has 
refused to obey the resolutions of the 
United Nations. 

Two troubling questions remain, Mr. 
Speaker. 

First, why, after so many years, do 
the actions of Saddam Hussein become 
so immediate and so pressing that they 
cloud the consideration of any other 
matter of similar importance, espe-
cially on the domestic agenda? 

The second question, Mr. Speaker, is 
who should enforce international law? 

The President’s latest address to the 
American people did not provide any 
new information about Saddam’s weap-
ons of mass destruction. Neither did it 
provides any conclusive evidence of 
Iraq’s ability to develop nuclear weap-
ons or a timetable for such develop-
ment. We need more evidence. There-
fore, I am calling on the United States 
to work with the United Nations to as-
sure immediate resuming of unfettered 
inspection of Iraq’s chemical, biologi-
cal, and nuclear weapons capacity. 
Only in this way can the President and 
the Congress make the case to the 
American people and our friends and 
allies that Saddam Hussein poses a real 
and dangerous and verifiable threat not 
only to his own people and Iraq’s 
neighbors in the Middle East but to the 
United States and the cause of world 
peace. Only this way can we dem-
onstrate to the American people and 
the rest of the world that we are com-
mitted to exhausting all potential dip-
lomatic and international efforts be-
fore taking violent action. 

Committing our Nation to war is a 
grave action in any circumstances. I 

cannot without personal struggle de-
cide to end an effort for peace, send our 
young people into terrible danger and 
put the lives of countless innocent citi-
zens at risk. My faith, my humanity 
requires me to always seek peace over 
war, diplomacy over military action, 
compassion over aggression. In the cur-
rent circumstances, when we have no 
clear reason to believe that Iraq poses 
imminent threat, though threat he has, 
we must act decisively, with all pos-
sible caution and humility. This is the 
only reasonable way to proceed. 

Before we move to military action, 
we must assure that all other methods 
to resolve the situation has been tried 
and there is no other alternative. It is 
worth noting, Mr. Speaker, that this is 
the strategy that President Bush fol-
lowed in getting other nations to join 
us in the fight against terrorism.
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He would be well advised and we 
would be well advised to follow that 
same course. A unilateral first strike 
action would undermine the moral au-
thority of the United States, result in 
untold loss of life, destabilize the Mid-
dle East, and undermine our ability to 
address pressing domestic needs. The 
Congress should, therefore, authorize 
the President to use force only in con-
cert with the United Nations and only 
if weapons inspections fail. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to include 
for the RECORD an editorial on Patsy 
Mink. I remind my colleagues that we 
lost Patsy Mink almost 10 days ago. In 
the Honolulu Advertiser, the editorial 
is entitled ‘‘Remember Patsy Mink: 
Slow the Rush to War.’’

Mr. Speaker, that is very wise advice 
for us too.

REMEMBER PATSY MINK: SLOW THE RUSH TO 
WAR 

As Patsy Mink is honored today in our 
state Capitol’s atrium, her colleagues in the 
nation’s Capitol begin in earnest a debate on 
the language of a resolution authorizing the 
use of military force against Iraq. 

How we wish she were there to participate 
in that debate. 

Thirty years ago, Mrs. Mink, seemingly 
tilting at windmills, ran for president of the 
United States in the Oregon primary elec-
tion in a campaign that made withdrawal 
from Vietnam its only issue. Ignoring such 
epithets as ‘‘Patsy Pink,’’ she won a scant 2 
percent of the vote—and the moral high 
ground. 

Today a handful of voices have been raised 
in warning as this nation teeters on the 
brink of war. They warn of ‘‘unintended con-
sequences.’’ By 1972, of course, most of the 
dreadful consequences that Presidents Eisen-
hower, Kennedy, Johnson and Nixon had 
failed to foresee in Southeast Asia had be-
come painfully clear. What had begun as a 
war against a backward peasant nation be-
came in many ways, both home and in Viet-
nam, a wasted decade. 

Mrs. Mink, of course, would not fail to rec-
ognize the evil intent of Saddam Hussein. 
Yet in today’s debate, she would not stand 
for one minute for her party’s strategy that 
says the quicker they can settle the war 
question, the quicker they can turn the page 
to the domestic issues on which they think 
they can get the traction needed to make 
gains in the upcoming midterm elections. 
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In this unseemly haste, the debate ignores 

momentous issues: whether the United 
States must fight and pay for this war alone, 
and what it would do to our global standing; 
whether the Bush administration has any 
plan at all for a post-Saddam Iraq; whether 
it has considered the destructive forces that 
might be released from this nation hastily 
carved from the Ottoman Empire after World 
War I, with its disparate population of Shi-
ite, Sunni, and Kurd and Turkmen peoples; 
whether it has accurately assessed the cost 
of treasure and young blood in what could 
become another decade of armed neo-colo-
nialism. 

The Democrats have allowed this debate to 
become so narrowly framed as to be nearly 
meaningless. The debate, in essence, is over 
how soon we invade Iraq. That is, if the 
Democrats get their way, they will need to 
be assured by President Bush that he has ex-
hausted diplomatic means; that U.N. sanc-
tions and inspections haven’t worked; and 
that the new war won’t set back the ‘‘old’’ 
one—the war against terrorism. 

These conditions may slow the coming war 
by weeks or months, but they won’t stop it. 

Omitted entirely from the debate is Bush’s 
new National Security Strategy, which ad-
vances a doctrine of ‘‘pre-emptive’’ war-mak-
ing that suggests that Iraq is only the first 
step in a violent reordering of the world. 

Congress has already effectively ceded to 
Bush the authority to wage a unilateral, pre-
emptive war against Iraq, whether or not the 
United Nations approves. 

We urge the rest of Hawaii’s congressional 
delegation to reflect well on Mink’s honor-
able legacy of peacemaking—and to carry it 
back with them to the debate in Washington.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. KOLBE), a Member of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
House Joint Resolution 114, the resolu-
tion to give the President authority to 
use force against Iraq, if necessary, to 
protect our vital national security in-
terests and to enforce the multiple res-
olutions of the United Nations calling 
for disarmament of that country. 

I do not cast this vote lightly, as I 
know the President does not commit 
American forces to battle lightly. I 
have served in the Armed Forces of 
this country, and I have been in com-
bat in Vietnam. I pray that no young 
American man or woman will ever have 
to go to war again. 

But if we are to avoid war, we must 
be prepared to wage it. Iraq is a clear 
threat to this Nation and to all peace-
able nations in the world. Saddam Hus-
sein is a brutal tyrant, whose cruel and 
evil acts against his own people would 
make Joseph Stalin proud. But it is the 
threat he poses to other nations and 
other peoples that demands action now 
by this Congress and by this Nation. 

He has previously invaded and sub-
jugated other countries. He has used 
weapons of mass destruction against 
his own people and those of neigh-
boring Iran. He has launched missiles 
against other Middle East countries. 
He has brutalized and starved and mur-
dered minorities and opponents, real 
and imagined, in his own country. He 
has defied the United Nations demands 

that he submit to inspectors and dis-
arm his ghastly weapons of mass mur-
der. He has supported elements of ter-
rorism operating around the world. 

For 10 years, the civilized world has 
maintained a policy of containment for 
Iraq that includes economic sanctions, 
no-fly zones, diplomatic isolation, and 
a credible military presence in the re-
gion. While it has contained Iraqi ag-
gression to this date, it is no longer 
sufficient. Now we must be prepared to 
take stronger action. 

In his speech Monday evening, Presi-
dent Bush made a persuasive argument 
for immediate steps to destroy the 
deadly weapons Saddam Hussein pos-
sesses. I will support this resolution, 
which gives the President authority to 
use force to accomplish that goal. 

We all hope conflict can be avoided, 
but there should be no doubt in the 
minds of any here today or any in the 
world that the best hope of avoiding 
conflict is for the United States and 
the United Nations to adopt strong, un-
equivocal positions, making crystal 
clear our intentions to destroy those 
deadly weapons. 

There must be no crack in our re-
solve that allows Saddam Hussein to 
slip through. There must be no glim-
mer of equivocation that can give rise 
to further delay on his part. If war is to 
be avoided, he must disarm, and he 
must disarm now. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Foreign Operations of the Committee 
on Appropriations, I am very conscious 
of the responsibilities we and other na-
tions in our coalition will assume in 
the aftermath of conflict. We must be 
prepared for large movement of refu-
gees, particularly if Saddam Hussein 
uses chemical and biological weapons 
against populated areas. We must be 
prepared to treat victims of his cruel 
crimes. We must be prepared to provide 
humanitarian assistance to those who 
need it. 

In the longer term, we will also need 
to be prepared to deal with the recon-
struction of Iraq, physically and politi-
cally. The former will be easier, for 
this is a country with revenues that 
can be generated from oil and with an 
infrastructure that is excellent by de-
veloping-country standards. 

Providing transition to a democracy 
will be more difficult. This is a country 
ruled by a tyrant that has brooked no 
dissent for a generation. It lacks the 
most rudimentary institutions that 
can be used to create a pluralistic, 
multi-ethnic democratic form of gov-
ernment. Achieving this will require a 
sustained, long-term commitment on 
our part, as well as from other nations 
in Europe, in Asia, and most impor-
tant, in the region surrounding Iraq. 

This commitment, if sustained, could 
have benefits far beyond Iraq’s borders 
and far beyond the events that bring 
about a new regime. Democracy in Iraq 
could speed a settlement of the terrible 
Israeli-Palestinian conflict. It could 
convince other countries in the region 
that transition to democracy is pos-

sible without cataclysmic political up-
heaval. 

No one should imagine this will be 
easy. No one must doubt the difficul-
ties that lie ahead of us, the dangers 
that lurk at every corner. But if we are 
prepared to assume the responsibility 
for the future of Iraq in war, we must 
also be willing to shoulder that burden 
in the peace that follows. 

My colleagues in this House, not one 
of us relishes this moment. The burden 
falls heaviest on the President, but it 
also falls on our shoulders as we pre-
pare to authorize the use of force. Our 
men and women in uniform will be put 
in harm’s way. And if there is to be a 
war, civilians will die. 

But the consequences of not acting 
are much graver, far worse. The pros-
pect of Saddam Hussein having more 
weapons of death to use is too real, the 
possibilities of loss of life numbering in 
the tens of thousands or hundreds of 
thousands too monstrous to con-
template. 

We act with great reluctance, but 
this Congress will act. We seek peace, 
but Saddam Hussein must know this 
President, this Congress, this Nation, 
will not flinch when called upon to pro-
tect our national interests. We will 
vote to give the President the author-
ity he needs to wage war that we might 
secure peace.

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
respond briefly to a couple of the com-
ments made by my colleague from 
North Carolina. 

Although we agree on many of the 
same underlying facts, we have dis-
agreed on the conclusion to be drawn 
from those facts. But there was one 
point in particular on which I wanted 
to note my agreement, and that is the 
point that I think it would be very im-
portant for the administration to show 
more of the evidence it possesses of 
Saddam Hussein’s possession of weap-
ons of mass destruction. 

The President in his speech last 
night quoted, quite appropriately, from 
President Kennedy during the Cuban 
missile crisis. But probably the most 
vivid image that most Americans have 
of that period was the demonstration 
of the aerial photographs of missile 
silos in Cuba, the very direct, very un-
equivocal proof of that threat 90 miles 
from our shore. 

So, too, I think it would be impor-
tant for this administration to be more 
forthcoming with the evidence it pos-
sesses, to demonstrate unequivocally 
to the American people, for whom 
many still have questions that Saddam 
Hussein does in fact possess chemical 
and biological weapons, because he 
does possess them; is in fact working to 
acquire nuclear weapons, because in 
fact he is working in that direction. 

Now, I realize that that chore is 
made more difficult in some respects, 
but easier in others. More difficult in 
the fact that some of the technology 
we are talking about is dual-use tech-
nology, and from aero-satellite it may 
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not be possible to determine whether 
the rebuilding of chemical and biologi-
cal weapon facilities which is currently 
ongoing can be argued to be done in the 
interests of some civilian application. 

But while there are those challenges, 
and, of course the challenge that once 
we disclose our knowledge of the 
whereabouts of chemical or biological 
weapons, those weapons will be moved, 
thwarting later inspections, while 
those challenges are, nonetheless, real 
and great, we also have a commensu-
rate increase in our technological abil-
ity. Our ability to gather intelligence 
is much greater than it was in the 
early 1960s. And, notwithstanding the 
cost of sharing some of that evidence, 
the benefit that would accrue to the 
administration in making its case to 
the American people would be substan-
tial.

b 2340 

Iraq, Saddam Hussein, his foreign 
minister, his spokesman, all unequivo-
cally deny the presence of chemical 
and biological weapons. Showing the 
proof of that lie, I believe, is very im-
portant for the administration to do 
and very much within its capability. 

The second point I wish to emphasize 
tonight which I think the administra-
tion will be well served to emphasize 
and which was lacking, perhaps, in the 
President’s speech, and that is the im-
portance of talking more deliberately 
and more thoroughly about the Iraq 
that America would like to see in the 
future, an Iraq with free institutions, 
an Iraq that is once again prosperous. 
Our long-term commitment for that is 
what it will have to be, a prosperous 
and free Iraq. 

This is not only important I think in 
terms of the American people under-
standing that this is not about oil, that 
this is about the long-term peace and 
security of that region and our own 
long-term peace and security, but it is 
also important for the rest of the world 
to understand. And I think it may be 
even most important for the Iraqi peo-
ple to understand, the possibilities that 
the future holds for the people of Iraq 
once the regime in Baghdad changes. 

So I would urge the administration, 
notwithstanding the support that I 
think will come from this body and 
from the Senate for the resolution, to 
be more demonstrative in the proof 
that it does possess of the evidence of 
weapons of mass destruction now and 
also to be more thoughtful and more 
articulate in describing the type of 
Iraq the administration is committed 
to seeing. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Pennsylvania (Ms. HART), a member of 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from California for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, over the last weeks I 
have heard from and spent time with 

many of my western Pennsylvania con-
stituents. Some are World War II vet-
erans, Korean veterans, some steel-
workers, homemakers, business people, 
teachers. As I stand here tonight on 
the House floor, though, foremost in 
my thoughts is a small group of con-
stituents who marched and prayed in 
support of peace outside of my office in 
Bridgewater, Pennsylvania. 

I share these individuals’ desire for 
peace. 

Following the attacks on September 
11, we Members of Congress were asked 
to do all that we can to prevent any-
thing like that from ever happening 
again. It is our responsibility to defend 
this Nation. 

America stands as a beacon of free-
dom to the world, one that blazes even 
more brightly as a result of our re-
sponse to last September 11. Unfortu-
nately, we continue to be despised by 
madmen like Saddam Hussein, a mad-
man who has access to chemical and bi-
ological weapons of mass destruction 
and has been increasing his capacity to 
use them. 

Our deliberations on this resolution 
can follow but one light, the light of 
experience, and our experience has 
shown that Saddam Hussein has ig-
nored countless peaceful overtures that 
would have prevented our current di-
lemma. He has murdered his own peo-
ple in barbaric and horrible ways. He 
has attacked his neighbors and con-
tinues to build weapons of mass de-
struction unchecked. Given this and 
his stated pathological hatred for 
America, the devastation he can inflict 
upon us is a severe risk. Simply allow-
ing this risk to increase is unaccept-
able. 

We cannot continue to deceive our-
selves. This is a problem that will not 
disappear and will not take care of 
itself. 

As this chart shows, Saddam Hussein 
has ignored the United Nations and the 
very resolutions to which he agreed fol-
lowing the Gulf War over and over 
again. Today, 11 years later, he con-
tinues to ignore the United Nations, re-
tains chemical and biological weapons, 
and amasses more offensive weaponry 
as each day passes. 

Our resolution makes it abundantly 
clear that this must stop. 

Patrick Henry once said, ‘‘It is nat-
ural to indulge in illusions of hope, to 
shut our eyes to a painful truth.’’ We 
must, however, open our eyes to the 
looming threat Saddam Hussein poses 
to the world. 

As I said, I and the rest of this Con-
gress share my constituents’ hope for 
peace. I believe that passage of this 
resolution can prompt a peaceful out-
come by making it clear to our enemy 
that it is time for him to comply with 
disarmament requests. In light of this 
resolution, the U.N. Security Council’s 
resolve can be buttressed. This resolu-
tion can guide the U.N. to pass a new 
set of resolutions, ones that will be 
tough and effective and, more impor-
tantly, resolutions that will be en-
forced. 

This Congress has a responsibility to 
protect the American people. It is our 
duty to deal with the threats that face 
this great Nation and the world. This 
resolution shows that we are a united 
America, that we stand firm in our re-
solve to rid the world of terrorism. It 
shows the United Nations and the 
world what leadership means: We pre-
pare for action while pursuing avenues 
to peace. 

Yes, our goal is peace, but a lasting 
peace, and not continued appeasement. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this resolution.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN), a member of the 
Committee on Appropriations and one 
who is a strong voice for our Federal 
employees. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I think it is instructive to review 
the history of how we got to this de-
bate tonight. 

Yes, Saddam Hussein does deserve to 
be demonized, but after the Shah of 
Iran was overthrown in the late 1970s, 
Saddam became our guy in the Persian 
Gulf. During the Reagan years, we 
helped train his army and equipped 
him with weapons we now deplore his 
using against Iran in their deadly 10-
year war. In fact, The New York Times 
reported back then that our satellites 
provided the coordinates for some of 
the deadly attacks against the Kurds 
and Iranians. We even inadvertently, I 
trust, gave him some reason to believe 
that the U.S. would not react if he at-
tacked Kuwait over disputed oil fields. 

Well, President Bush did react, but, 
in retrospect, he reacted in a more re-
sponsible manner than what his son 
now proposes. He waited until just 
after the mid-term congressional elec-
tion. He sought and got the support of 
the other Arab nations. He worked 
with and through the United Nations 
Security Council. 

When the U.N. deadline for with-
drawal arrived, Saddam ordered a re-
treat out of Kuwait. We attacked the 
next day. While we killed tens of thou-
sands of retreating Iraqi conscripts, we 
lost very few American lives, but we 
did leave a Republican Guard largely 
intact and Saddam still in charge. He 
proceeded to massacre the Shiites and 
the Kurds we had encouraged to rebel 
from his rule. 

We stationed our troops in Saudi 
Arabia as a residual measure to pre-
vent further Iraqi aggression, moti-
vating a homicidal terrorist, Osama 
bin Laden, also trained by the United 
States in the Mujahedin’s war against 
the secular Russian presence in Af-
ghanistan, to attack this country on 
that infamous day in September. 

Now, a decade after the Persian Gulf 
War, President Bush’s son is still stuck 
with the same demon. This President 
Bush had followed his father’s example 
in preparing to attack Iraq by working 
through the United Nations Security 
Council and getting the support of his 
Arab neighbors. But Kuwait recently 
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agreed to a bilateral trade agreement 
with Iraq, and no other Arab nation 
thinks it is in their interests or ours to 
attack Saddam at this time, particu-
larly with the intensity of animosity 
generated by the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict. 

What we should do is lay out the 
same arguments the President pre-
sented to the American people last 
night to the United Nations and to the 
rest of the free world. Do we really 
think that other nations are less con-
cerned about homicidal tyrants in 
their midst, less protective of their 
families and their freedoms? But when 
we go it alone, we create resentment, 
even among our allies. We become a 
singular target for vengeance for the 
deaths that we cause, and it will likely 
become our principal responsibility to 
rebuild the human and the fiscal infra-
structure we destroy. 

We should be focusing on making 
Saddam weak and irrelevant by discov-
ering and destroying all weapons of 
mass destruction, their storage and 
production facilities and any missile 
capability to deliver them. The Presi-
dent cannot obtain a sufficiently ro-
bust, coercive resolution from the 
United Nations that includes all 
Saddam’s palaces and all 500 to 600 po-
tential sites or, if Iraq again interferes 
with U.N. inspectors as they did during 
the 1990s, this Congress will assuredly 
give our President authority to use all 
necessary military force on an expe-
dited basis.

b 2350 

But, Mr. Speaker, we should be 
marginalizing Saddam Hussein, not 
marginalizing the United States Con-
gress. We should vote for the alter-
native resolution that has been made 
in order, consistent with Senator 
LEVIN’s and Senator BIDEN’s approach 
in the Senate. 

Preemptive unilateralism is not what 
made us the undisputed leader of the 
free world. Constructive cooperation 
and resolution, principled leadership is 
what has made us great and is what 
should guide us in this profoundly im-
portant vote. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. SHIMKUS), who is a West Pointer, 
an infantry officer who was trained as 
a Ranger and paratrooper, and he still 
serves as a lieutenant colonel in the 
Army Reserve. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, on July 29 I joined with 
my colleagues on the other side to sup-
port the resolution that said the Presi-
dent needed to come to the House, 
make the case, have a vote, and have a 
debate. That is what we are doing here 
tonight. 

I supported it for three reasons: the 
constitutional reasons that we would 
get more information, we could give 
that information to the country, and 
we could help unify the international 
community with this debate. The 

President has done that by the U.N. 
speech and provided more information 
to Members. 

I have had many briefings since that 
time; and with his resolution and the 
changed resolution, I am now con-
vinced that Iraq has not complied with 
a ceasefire agreement; has weapons of 
mass destruction, chemical and bio-
logical; is pursuing the nuclear option; 
has used mass destruction on his own 
citizens and his neighbors; and al 
Qaeda operates in Baghdad. 

Many people asked for the smoking 
gun, but the smoking gun is a gun that 
has already been fired. We cannot allow 
the use of weapons of mass destruction 
on our own citizens. 

I would like to quote Geoffrey Gold-
berg’s article in the New Yorker Maga-
zine where he says, ‘‘ ‘My uncle said we 
should go outside,’ Nasreen said. We 
knew there were chemicals in the air. 
We were getting red eyes, and some of 
us had liquid coming out of them. We 
decided to run. Nasreen and her rel-
atives stepped outside gingerly. ‘Our 
cow was lying on its side . . . it was 
breathing very fast, as if it had been 
running. The leaves were falling off the 
trees, even though it was spring. The 
partridge was dead. There were smoke 
clouds around, clinging to the 
ground.’ ’’ 

We cannot allow that to happen in 
our country. The primary role of the 
national government is the protection 
of its citizens. That is what we are 
doing with this resolution. We are 
about that work here tonight. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to support this 
resolution. May God bless America.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. TOOMEY), a member of 
the Committee on Financial Services. 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, clearly, the most pain-
ful and difficult and important decision 
that any of us here in Congress will 
ever face is the decision to send young 
men and women to war, knowing, as we 
all do, that many will be injured, some 
will die, as will, sadly, but unavoid-
ably, soldiers and civilians in the coun-
try we are fighting. 

So we have an obligation to think 
very long and hard and wrestle with 
many questions, including those that 
have been raised by a number of my 
friends and colleagues who oppose this 
resolution, and to consider those ques-
tions before we take that decision. 

I wanted to reflect on two questions 
that have been raised several times 
today in this debate. First is the ques-
tion of whether or not Saddam Hussein 
poses a sufficient and a sufficiently im-
minent threat to Americans to justify 
American military action against his 
regime. Let us consider what we know 
for facts. 

First, we know he has massive stock-
piles of chemical weapons, we know he 
has huge stockpiles of biological weap-
ons, and we know he has full-scale and 

urgent programs under way to develop 
nuclear weapons, as well. No one dis-
putes that he has these terrible weap-
ons. 

So the next question becomes, well, 
is there much chance that he would 
ever consider using them against us? 
Well, consider this is a regime that has 
invaded its neighbors without provo-
cation, resulting in untold thousands 
of deaths; that Saddam Hussein has or-
dered chemical attacks on Iran, and on 
more than 40 villages in his own coun-
try, resulting in the death of his own 
people. 

In the last year alone, the Iraqi mili-
tary has fired upon American and Brit-
ish pilots more than 750 times. He has 
repeatedly expressed his deep hatred of 
the United States. Also, Iraq is and 
continues to harbor terrorists and to 
finance terrorism. 

Given his weapons, his history, his 
threats, and his relationships with 
known terrorists, my question is, How 
could we possibly sit back and just 
wait? The first and most important re-
sponsibility of the Federal Government 
is to protect the lives of our citizens, 
and the catastrophe that would result 
if he used weapons of mass destruction 
on Americans is so great that we sim-
ply cannot risk that event. 

Now, the President has described 
Saddam Hussein as presenting a grave 
and gathering threat. I think he aptly 
invokes the term that Winston Church-
ill used in the title of the first volume 
of his seminal series on the history of 
World War II, which he called ‘‘The 
Gathering Storm.’’

Hitler and the Nazis were, in the 
1930s, a gathering threat; and today 
Saddam Hussein is a gathering threat, 
gathering in the sense that it is a 
growing, accumulating, worsening 
threat and becoming more and more 
dangerous as his weapons grow in size 
and sophistication. 

For these reasons, I believe that the 
threat is sufficient and sufficiently im-
minent that, should we fail to elimi-
nate that threat, we would be shirking 
that first and foremost responsibility 
that we have to protect our fellow citi-
zens. 

Others have suggested that, unless 
we get permission for this action from 
the U.N., we would basically lack the 
legal and moral authority to use mili-
tary force. Mr. Speaker, to that I re-
spond that our Constitution does not 
delegate to the U.N. responsibility to 
provide for the common defense of our 
citizens. That is our responsibility. We 
would be wrong to abdicate that re-
sponsibility. 

While I hope that we get a strong res-
olution from the U.N., and I hope we 
have a broad international coalition to 
support this effort, if we cannot get 
that broad support, our responsibility 
is to proceed with those allies who will 
join us. 

Still others have suggested that 
using the Armed Forces to preempt an 
adversary is without precedent in 
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American history. That is just factu-
ally wrong. On other occasions, includ-
ing in 1962 when the United States Gov-
ernment imposed a naval blockade of 
Cuba, it did so to prevent a threat from 
emerging. 

There are many other legitimate 
questions, Mr. Speaker; and I have 
tried to evaluate them honestly and 
dispassionately. The conclusion that I 
keep coming to is that this is a grave 
and gathering threat that is simply too 
dangerous and could result in too many 
lost American lives, should we ignore 
it any longer. 

We have tried diplomacy, embargoes, 
inspectors, all forms of political and 
economic pressure; and all the while 
the threat has gathered and grown. We 
cannot afford to wait any longer. Un-
less Saddam Hussein immediately, 
completely, openly acknowledges and 
destroys all of his weapons of mass de-
struction and allows immediate, unfet-
tered access to really every inch of his 
country, to weapons inspectors that 
can operate freely, whenever, wherever, 
without providing notice, failure to do 
that means we must achieve this disar-
mament by force. 

That is what this resolution author-
izes the President to do. That is why I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. HAYWORTH). 

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
tonight in strong support of the resolu-
tion; not with joy nor with blood lust 
nor with a sense of vengeance, but in-
stead, with a clear-eyed analysis of the 
threat that is presented. 

Mr. Speaker, I give thanks for the 
fact that this debate is occurring not 
via satellite television from Baghdad, 
but, as it should, on the floor of the 
United States House of Representa-
tives, where people of good will and 
honest conviction can disagree. 

In the preceding few minutes, Mr. 
Speaker, we have heard some embrace 
a collective multilateralism as the doc-
trine and seeming salvation of this new 
century.

b 0000 

There is one major flaw with that no-
tion, and it is expressed in the first ac-
tion all 435 of us who serve here take 
when we raise our right hand and take 
the oath of office. Because, Mr. Speak-
er, when we do so, we pledge to uphold 
not the charter of the United Nations 
but the Constitution of the United 
States. 

Do not mistake the desirability of 
coalitions. There is a place. They are 
desirable. Our own Secretary of De-
fense has told us in this war there will 
be many different coalitions. There 
will be those that come to support us 
out front. There will be others behind 
closed doors. There will be different 
ways different nations will show their 
support. 

But, Mr. Speaker, make no mistake, 
our Founders quite properly, in enu-
merating the responsibilities of this 
government in a document of limited 
and specified powers, first and fore-
most, we are to provide for the com-
mon defense. We do that not by seeking 
the permission of the Congo or Cam-
eroon or France or Germany. We do 
that by clearly, unmistakenly, and un-
ashamedly protecting the lives and in-
terests of the American Nation. 

Make no mistake, this will not be 
easy. This will not be pleasant. This 
war has been thrust upon us when, on 
a beautiful morning a year and a 
month ago, innocent Americans were 
attacked and killed by a regime of ter-
ror, a regime that our Commander-in-
Chief just informed us last night has 
had repeated contacts with the govern-
ment of Iraq. 

The dictator of Iraq cares not a whit 
for the world community, and he cer-
tainly cares not for the welfare of 
American citizens, nor our interests. 

Mr. Speaker, it is reluctantly but 
with a sense of resolute faith that I 
stand in support of the resolution to 
protect the American people and to 
protect the American Nation. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN), a member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding me 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to see if I 
could add something to this debate 
that had not been covered tonight, be-
cause I think on both sides of the aisle 
we have had very articulate argu-
ments. So I have brought with me a 
book called The Threatening Storm by 
Mr. Kenneth Pollack. Mr. Pollack was 
the expert on Iraq in the Clinton ad-
ministration in both the CIA and at 
the Security Council, and I would like 
to read a quick passage about the kind 
of regime that Saddam Hussein im-
poses on his own people. 

‘‘This is a regime that will gouge out 
the eyes of children to force confes-
sions from their parents and grand-
parents. This a regime that will crush 
all of the bones in the feet of a 2-year-
old girl to force her mother to divulge 
her father’s whereabouts. This is a re-
gime that will hold a nursing baby at 
arm’s length from its mother and allow 
the child to starve to death to force the 
mother to confess. This is a regime 
that will burn a person’s limbs off to 
force him to confess or comply. This is 
a regime that will slowly lower its vic-
tims into huge vats of acid, either to 
break their will or simply as a means 
of execution. This is a regime that ap-
plies electric shocks to the bodies of its 
victims, particularly their genitals, 
with great creativity. This is a regime 
that in 2000 decreed that the crime of 
criticizing the regime, which can be as 
harmless as suggesting that Saddam’s 
clothing does not match, will be pun-
ished by cutting out the offender’s 
tongue. This is a regime that practices 

systematic rape against its female vic-
tims. This is a regime that will drag in 
a man’s wife, daughter or other female 
relative and repeatedly rape her in 
front of him. This is a regime that will 
force a white-hot metal rod into a per-
son’s anus or other orifices. This is a 
regime that employs thalium poi-
soning, widely considered one of the 
most excruciating ways to die. This is 
a regime that will behead a young 
mother in the street in front of her 
house and children because her hus-
band was suspected of opposing the re-
gime. This is a regime that used chem-
ical warfare on its own Kurdish citi-
zens, not just on the 15,000 killed and 
maimed at Halabja but on scores of 
other villages all across Kurdistan. 
This is a regime that tested chemical 
and biological warfare agents on Ira-
nian prisoners of war, using the POWs 
in controlled experiments to determine 
the best ways to disperse the agents to 
inflict the greatest damages.

‘‘This is the fate that awaits thou-
sands of Iraqis each year. The roughest 
estimates are that over the last 20 
years more than 200,000 people have 
disappeared into Saddam’s prison sys-
tem, never to be heard from again. 
Hundreds of thousands of others were 
taken away and, after unforgettable 
bouts of torture that left them psycho-
logically and often physically mangled, 
eventually were released or escaped. To 
give a sense of scale, just the numbers 
of Iraqis never heard from again would 
be equivalent to about 2.5 million 
Americans suffering such a fate.’’

Mr. Speaker, not since Hitler and not 
since Stalin have we seen so much evil 
delivered by one man. On top of that, 
these are the least of the reasons why 
this authorization is needed. This ty-
rant has amassed a large cache of 
chemical and biological weapons of 
mass destruction and is aggressively 
seeking nuclear weapons. He sees 
America as the only obstacle to his 
perverse ambitions, and that is what he 
shares with al Qaeda, these terrorists 
against us, this deep hatred for Amer-
ica. We must not let him share any-
thing else with these terrorists, Mr. 
Speaker. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, it is a pain-
ful vote, it is a painful subject, it is a 
painful issue, but this is a cause that 
we cannot go unanswered. I urge a yes 
vote, and I urge passage of this resolu-
tion. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT), a member of 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, these are times that try 
our souls. These are decisions that all 
Members of Congress hope they will 
never have to make. All of us have in 
our own way prayed for the wisdom of 
Solomon. 

As the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HYDE) said earlier in quoting Abraham 
Lincoln, ‘‘We cannot escape history.’’
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Our ancestors understood that nego-

tiation alone would not bring freedom 
or peace to the colonies. Today we 
stand on the shoulders of the patriots 
who knew that freedom is not free. 
Patrick Henry warned that peace could 
always be purchased at the price of 
chains and slavery. He closed with, 
‘‘Forbid that Almighty God.’’

Nearly 64 years ago to this very 
week, Prime Minister Neville Chamber-
lain believed that he could reason and 
negotiate with a despot. He returned 
from Munich smiling, waving a paper, 
touting, ‘‘Peace in our time.’’

A few days later, a wiser Winston 
Churchill went to the House of Com-
mons and said, ‘‘Mr. Prime Minister, 
you have been given the choice be-
tween war and dishonor. You have cho-
sen dishonor, and we shall surely have 
war.’’

How much blood? How much treasure 
could have been spared had we have 
stopped the despot when all he wanted 
was liebensprau? 

Last year I led a delegation of Mem-
bers from the House to Northeastern 
Germany. We toured a small camp near 
the Baltic called Peenemunde. It was 
there, understand total secrecy, that 
the Nazi war machine perfected the le-
thal buzz bomb rockets that set Great 
Britain ablaze. 

We did not know until after the war 
that they were also working on nuclear 
weapons and a multi-stage rocket capa-
ble of hitting the United States. Our 
delegation saw a cartoon drawing on 
the wall of one of labs that showed 
these rockets raining down on New 
York City. We liberated Germany just 
in the nick of time. 

Today our intelligence is far from 
perfect, but it is much better than it 
was in 1940. We know that Saddam is 
rebuilding his arsenal of death. We 
know that he has used chemical and bi-
ological weapons to kill thousands of 
his own people. We know that he is at-
tempting to acquire nuclear capabili-
ties. We know that he has attacked his 
Arab neighbors. We know that he plot-
ted the assassination of a former U.S. 
President. And worst and most sober-
ing, we know that he has repeatedly 
pledged to lead a holy war against the 
United States. 

For more than a decade the terrorists 
and the rogue states that harbor them 
have been at war with the United 
States. They have killed hundreds of 
innocents at our embassies in Tanzania 
and Kenya. We launched a few Scud 
missiles. They killed dozens of our sail-
ors on the U.S.S. Cole. We did little. So 
September 11 they crossed the ocean 
and killed thousands.
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They crossed the line. They attacked 
we the people on our home soil. We the 
people will do everything in our power 
to make sure that this never happens 
again. Now the battle is joined. 

In many respects the confrontation 
with Saddam Hussein is an important 
chapter in ridding the world of the vi-

cious hatred which bred those bloody 
attacks on American soil. In our bones 
we all know that sooner or later we 
will have to lead the effort to confront 
this despot. The only real question is 
when. It is once again left to the Amer-
icans to liberate Iraq. 

We must join together and speak 
with one voice. We must give our Presi-
dent the authority to make the peace, 
to free the Iraqi people of this despot 
and leave to all the children of the 
world a safer planet. No, we cannot es-
cape history; and history expects no 
less. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) who, as a member 
of the Committee on Government Re-
form, has done extensive work on the 
issue of terrorism. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, based on 
all we have learned during 4 years of 
hearings by the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform, Subcommittee on Na-
tional Security and International Rela-
tions, it cannot be disputed, Saddam 
Hussein had a robust chemical, biologi-
cal and nuclear weapons program be-
fore the Gulf War. He had a robust pro-
gram after the war. And he ejected 
United Nations inspectors when we had 
successfully begun to dismantle his 
weapons of mass destruction, particu-
larly when we got below the weeds to 
the real roots, the engineers and sci-
entists who sustain the program. 

No credible source, public or classi-
fied, has met the burden of proof on 
Iraq to demonstrate Saddam Hussein 
has stopped pursuing weapons of mass 
destruction and disarmed. Having 
learned the hard lesson that we cannot 
be defeated in conventional combat, he 
is more determined than ever to deploy 
chemical, biological, radiological, and 
nuclear weapons against us. His sup-
port of terrorist groups also means he 
is likely to deploy these weapons using 
surrogates. 

Some say until Iraq poses an immi-
nent threat to the United States and 
until he both has a nuclear weapon and 
threatens to use it, or until we have 
smoking-gun evidence Saddam Hussein 
launched the planes into the World 
Trade Center, we should be content to 
contain and deter an Iraqi regime open-
ly amassing weapons of mass death. 

I could not disagree more. Saddam 
Hussein will not be deterred, and he 
will not be contained. Testifying before 
our committee all three national com-
missions on terrorism stressed the need 
for a real-time threat assessment, a 
new strategy to confront the threat, 
and a restructured Federal Govern-
ment to implement the strategy. Con-
tainment, deterrence, and mutually as-
sured destruction no longer assure our 
national security. 

Our policy, and the structure of gov-
ernment to carry it out, must be 
proactive and preemptive. 

As a free and open society, we are 
vulnerable to catastrophic attack by 
those who see no moral or political 
‘‘red line’’ to constrain them. 

As former Israeli Prime Minister 
Benjamin Netanyahu reminded us, Sep-
tember 11, 2001, was a wake-up call 
from hell. We need to wake up. On that 
day, quaint Cold War doctrines justi-
fying action only against clear and 
present dangers died with those 3,000 
innocents in the World Trade Center, 
the Pentagon, and Pennsylvania. 

The dangers we face may never be 
clear again. The mere existence of 
weapons of mass destruction in the 
hands of despots, tyrants, and terror-
ists constitutes an imminent threat to 
our security. That threat must be ad-
dressed before it manifests itself full-
blown in a smallpox epidemic or a 
mushroom cloud. 

Ironically, only the possibility of 
unilateral action by the United States 
will draw our allies into effective mul-
tilateral action. So we must maintain 
the right to act in our sovereign secu-
rity interests, with our allies whenever 
we can, alone if we must. 

Over the course of 41 hearings and 
briefings since 1999, our Subcommittee 
on National Security has learned that 
weapons of mass destruction prolifera-
tion possess a grave threat to the 
United States. 

Iraq is both a producer and potential 
consumer of illicit weapons and mate-
rials. Dr. Hamza, a former head of the 
Iraqi nuclear program, told us recently 
Saddam Hussein will never yield access 
to the scientists who sustain his weap-
ons programs. 

Dr. Alibek, former deputy director of 
the Biopreparat, the civilian arm of the 
Soviet Union biological weapons pro-
gram, testified he considered it inevi-
table biological weapons will fall into 
terrorist hands. 

According to the British Govern-
ment’s recent analysis of Iraq’s weap-
ons of mass destruction program and a 
similar dossier by the respected Inter-
national Institute for Security Studies, 
Saddam Hussein need only acquire a 
core of highly enriched uranium the 
size of a single softball to become nu-
clear capable within a matter of 
months. 

With uncertain controls over the 
weapons grade material in the former 
Soviet Union, Saddam Hussein has al-
ready tried to go shopping for the miss-
ing core of his malevolent nuclear aspi-
rations. Lucky for us, he has fallen 
prey to black market scam and bought 
atomic junk. But we cannot base our 
fundamental security on his continued 
bad luck. 

As proposed, U.N. inspections will 
never succeed in disarming an Iraqi re-
gime determined to hide or reacquire 
weapons of mass destruction capa-
bility. We heard testimony from 
former UNSCOM inspectors and U.S. 
nonproliferation experts who concluded 
nothing short of utterly unfettered, 
that is anytime, anywhere unan-
nounced, inspections would ever get 
close to discerning Iraq’s true capabili-
ties. 

Even then, without a powerful incen-
tive for Iraq to point inspectors in the 
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right direction, most conclude even 
those inspections would not guarantee 
complete disarmament. Only the op-
tion of force authorized in this resolu-
tion can provide the incentive for the 
Iraqi regime to step out of the way and 
allow the civilized world to assert its 
rights to security and peace.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. FERGUSON). 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Speaker, I rep-
resent 81 families who lost loved ones 
in the attacks of 9–11 and the World 
Trade Center. I have visited with these 
families, consoled them, wept with 
them, and each of them share a com-
mon thread. 

What I heard from these families 
over and over and over again was a 
plea, please do everything in your 
power to prevent this heartache, this 
destruction, these attacks from ever 
happening again. 

Today we face a tyrant, a cowardly 
dictator in Iraq who we know is build-
ing an arsenal of biological, chemical 
and, yes, nuclear weapons; weapons 
that have the potential to deliver un-
told destruction upon freedom-loving 
people, and innocent civilians of the 
United States are clearly in his sights. 
He has made no secret of his intent to 
use these weapons of mass destruction 
on America or Israel or other allies, 
just as he has brutally used them on 
his own people. 

Saddam Hussein has lied over and 
over and over again, deceived the inter-
national community and the United 
Nations for 11 years promising to dis-
arm and to allow inspections, and then 
betraying our trust and our goodwill. 
He has clear ties to terrorists and to 
terrorist organizations like Hamas, 
Hezbollah and, yes, even al Qaeda. His 
goal, to kill as many people as possible 
and to force the civilized world to live 
in fear. 

As we heard from the President of 
the United States last night, we refuse 
to live in fear. The cost of action may 
be high, but I would suggest that the 
cost of inaction is far, far greater. This 
is a dire situation, and it calls for ac-
tion. It calls for good and noble action 
from freedom-loving people around this 
Nation and around the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I made a promise to the 
81 families in my district to take ac-
tion, to do all in my power to prevent 
the devastation of terrorist attacks 
like those we saw on 9–11.
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I will keep that promise by voting in 
favor of this resolution which will au-
thorize the President and administra-
tion and the men and women of our 
Armed Forces to protect the United 
States from future 9/11s or worse. Dip-
lomatically if we can, but militarily if 
we must, we all have an obligation to 
keep our promise to do all we can to 
protect those we serve; and I will do it 
by voting for this important resolu-
tion. I urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. GOODE), a member of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. GOODE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California for 
yielding me this time. I noticed that 
the clock is ticking past 12, and I shall 
remember the words of the country 
preacher who said, blessed be the brief, 
for they shall be invited back. 

I rise to support the resolution to re-
spond to the threat that Iraq poses to 
us and to most nations of the world. If 
we adopt this resolution, the position 
of the President will be strengthened in 
dealing with foreign nations and those 
in the Middle East. If we present a 
strong front and indicate to Saddam 
Hussein that the United States is reso-
lute in seeing the United States and 
other nations safe from attack by Iraq, 
then Iraq may recognize that further 
stalling and prevaricating are futile 
and open itself up for unfettered in-
spections. 

Appeasement and ignoring clear vio-
lations of past resolutions and agree-
ments does not guarantee peace and 
safety. It will only lay us open to a 
sneak assault. As the President said, 
war should be the last resort. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. DEAL). 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. 

As this greatest of all deliberative 
bodies debates this resolution tonight, 
we are confronted with the same ques-
tions that every nation, every family, 
and every individual must answer when 
deciding matters of monumental pro-
portions. 

The first question embodies many 
avenues of inquiry, and that question 
is, simply, why? After all, Iraq is half a 
world away and lacks long-range mis-
sile capability. Under normal cir-
cumstances that would be a valid rea-
son to withhold action. But we all 
know that chemical, biological, and 
even nuclear weapons can be delivered 
through unconventional methods such 
as suitcases, trucks and cargo con-
tainers. 

Secondly, the question, why now? 
Why authorize force before all diplo-
matic approaches have been exhausted? 
Unfortunately, for those who expect 
the United Nations to resolve this 
issue, thus far the U.N. has failed mis-
erably. If the U.N. expects to maintain 
the respect of the United States or any 
other member nation, it must show 
that its resolutions mean something. 

Why did the U.N. not take action 
when the weapons inspectors were 
kicked out of the country? Why has the 
U.N. not responded to the attacks on 
our aircraft as they patrol the no-fly 
zones in Iraq? If the U.N. wants to 
maintain its relevance and prove that 
it is more than an international social 
club, now is the time and this resolu-
tion gives it that opportunity. 

Some have also insisted that any ac-
tion on our part must occur only if our 

allies are with us. That would be nice, 
but I do not think it is essential. If we 
are in the right, we should act whether 
others choose to join us or not. 

Throughout this debate both sides 
have drawn conclusions from the les-
sons of history. As we attempt to probe 
the fog of the future, certainly the es-
tablished facts of the past are relevant; 
and some of those facts are as follows: 
Saddam Hussein has refused to abide 
by the peace agreement that ended the 
Gulf war. Instead of eliminating weap-
ons, he has continued to build and buy 
more sophisticated and dangerous ones. 
Iraq has aided, abetted, and harbored 
terrorists that intend to harm us or 
our allies. 

How can our future be bright when it 
is polluted with these alarming facts of 
history that are consistently being 
transformed into the realities of the 
present? The fruit our actions on this 
resolution may require that they be 
harvested by our men and women in 
uniform. That is the reality of a world 
where old men give speeches while 
young men wage wars. All of us sin-
cerely pray that force will not be nec-
essary, but those who fail to do what 
righteousness requires for fear of re-
sistance have sounded the call of re-
treat before the enemy is engaged. 

Mr. Speaker, I support this resolu-
tion, for there is another lesson of his-
tory that we cannot avoid, and that is 
that every generation must engage the 
forces of evil that confront it. We can-
not defeat evil by displaying the med-
als of valor that have been won by our 
forefathers, nor can we appease evil in 
the hope that it will behave until our 
time has passed. So the answers to the 
questions of why and why not are sim-
ple. It is our time and our obligation to 
make our down payment on our herit-
age of freedom.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SHUSTER). 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight in support 
of the joint resolution to authorize the 
use of military force against Iraq. Mr. 
Speaker, we are a peaceful Nation, a 
Nation that wants and promotes peace 
and a Nation that uses force only as a 
last option. I believe that the Presi-
dent, my constituents, and the Amer-
ican people do not want to wage war 
against Iraq. Unfortunately, we face a 
very real and dangerous situation. 

The information the President pre-
sented to us confirms that Saddam 
Hussein has and continues to develop 
weapons of mass destruction. We have 
the cold, hard facts; and as a Nation we 
must now decide how we confront this 
serious threat. Do we proceed with our 
eyes wide open, or do we wait until 
Saddam has uses the weapons of mass 
destruction, killing thousands of inno-
cent people? 

Many people are asking the question 
why now, why can’t we wait? We must 
remember that Saddam Hussein has re-
peatedly violated obligations set forth 

VerDate 0ct 02 2002 05:05 Oct 09, 2002 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00126 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K08OC7.208 H08PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7299October 8, 2002
by the United Nations Security Coun-
cil, has ignored 16 U.N. Security Coun-
cil resolutions and diverts money in-
tended to buy food for his people to 
purchase lethal chemical and biologi-
cal materials, missile technology and 
nuclear fission materials. 

Why does Saddam need biological 
and chemical weapons? While we can 
only guess his intentions, we must not 
let Saddam and his regime have the op-
portunity to use his weapons of mass 
destruction or sell these weapons to a 
terrorist group. Therefore, the purpose 
of this joint resolution is to give Sad-
dam and his regime a clear choice: 
Allow complete and unfettered inspec-
tions or face the consequences of mili-
tary action. It is that simple. If Sad-
dam allows complete and unfettered in-
spections and we destroy his weapons 
of mass destruction, then he can avert 
military action. 

Soon a special independent commis-
sion will investigate our intelligence 
lapses that led to the tragic and hor-
rible events of September 11. If we 
compare the intelligence information 
we had before September 11 to the vol-
umes of known information we have 
today about Iraq’s weapons of mass de-
struction capabilities, then the Presi-
dent’s case against Iraq is clear and 
undisputable. 

Some still believe that we should 
take Saddam at his word. That is fool-
ishness. Saddam cannot be trusted. 
Look at what he agreed to do and what 
he failed to do. He shoots at our planes, 
he murders and tortures his own peo-
ple, and he develops weapons that can 
only do harm to innocent people. 

While I have voted on many impor-
tant issues, this is the most important 
vote I will take. I believe the right vote 
is to support this joint resolution to 
disarm Iraq. We can no longer allow 
Saddam to thumb his nose at the U.N., 
the international community, and at 
the United States. His madness must 
end, and we must send a strong mes-
sage that the world will not tolerate 
terrorism in any form. 

I close by telling you what Lieuten-
ant Colonel Walt Piatt, a constituent 
of mine from Somerset, Pennsylvania, 
told me after I visited with him in Af-
ghanistan. Colonel Piatt said the 
American military strength is not our 
smart bombs, our state-of-the-art air-
craft, or our brave troops. Our support 
lies in the support and will of the 
American people. 

Let us reflect on Piatt’s words, and 
let us send a message to Saddam that 
America stands united. We will act if 
necessary. Vote yes on this resolution 
and end Saddam’s threat to the world 
and to the American people.
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Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 

the balance of my time. 
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 

the balance of my time. 
Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to conclude 

tonight by noting that we have spoken 

of chemical weapons of mass destruc-
tion, and I would like to bring to my 
colleagues’ attention some of the ob-
servations of New Yorker writer Jef-
frey Goldberg, who traveled to North-
ern Iraq, spent quite some time there 
interviewing hundreds of women now 
barren, hundreds of people now blind, 
as a result of chemical attack. As he 
interviewed the survivors of the at-
tacks on the Kurds, he had some obser-
vations that I think we should pay at-
tention to, because during his research 
he found that a biological agent called 
aflatoxin had been manufactured. 

In 1995, the government of Saddam 
Hussein admitted to UN weapons in-
spectors that his scientists had 
weaponized this deadly biological 
agent. Aflatoxin is unique, because 
what it does is it causes liver cancer. It 
produces it particularly well in chil-
dren. Weapons inspectors found that 
Saddam was able to load aflatoxin into 
two warheads capable of being fitted on 
to Skud missiles. 

Americans need a good sense of who 
we are dealing with. This is a race 
against time. 

In answer to the question, of all the 
dictatorships, why this one, we have 
this answer from the man who inter-
viewed all of these survivors of those 
chemical attacks. He said, ‘‘Because 
this is a figure of singular danger. To 
review,’’ he said, ‘‘there is no dictator 
in power anywhere in the world who 
has so far in his career invaded two 
neighboring countries, fired ballistic 
missiles at the civilians of two other 
neighboring countries, tried to have as-
sassinated an ex-president of the 
United States, harbored al Qaeda fugi-
tives, attacked civilians with chemical 
weapons, attacked the soldiers of an 
enemy country with chemical weapons, 
conducted biological weapons experi-
ments on human subjects, committed 
genocide, and then there is, of course, 
the matter of the weaponized aflatoxin, 
a tool of mass murder, a tool of noth-
ing else except mass murder.’’

He said, ‘‘I do not know how any 
thinking person could believe that Sad-
dam Hussein is a run-of-the-mill dic-
tator. No one comes close to matching 
his extraordinary and variegated 
record of malevolence.’’

So, Saddam Hussein, in his words, is 
‘‘uniquely evil, the only ruler in power 
today and the first one since Hitler to 
commit chemical genocide.’’

‘‘Is that enough of a reason to re-
move him from power?’’ He asked him-
self that question, and he says, ‘‘I 
would say yes, if never again is in fact 
actually to mean never again, because 
Saddam is a man without any moral 
limits. That is why it is so important 
to keep nuclear weapons from his 
hands.’’

Well, the current threat posed by 
Iraq is not like the Gulf War, and I ap-
preciate that the case for action may 
not appear as clear-cut to some. A hos-
tile army has not crossed a border, as 
Saddam’s did then; an invaded state 
has not asked us for help, as Kuwait 
did. 

But the battlefield in the new war on 
terrorism is not the desert of Iraq and 
Kuwait. Unfortunately, we must now 
be concerned with the conniving of a 
relatively few number of terrorists and 
the regimes that harbor them. 

Today’s world, with modern tech-
nology, sadly, has been transformed. I 
have no doubts that the regime of Sad-
dam Hussein, its generals, its intel-
ligence service, scientists and techni-
cians, poses a mortal threat to our 
country, and we must act. 

Finally, I would like to commend the 
men and women of the U.S. Armed 
Forces. We hope that they do not have 
to go into battle against Iraq. We hope 
to defend Hussein’s regime without fir-
ing a shot. We hope to disarm him of 
his chemical, biological and nuclear 
program. 

But if that is not the case, if our 
troops are dispatched against Iraq, we 
know that the American people will 
stand behind the brave Americans 
wearing the uniform. They have served 
us well in Afghanistan and in so many 
other regions of the world, defending 
our great country and its enduring val-
ues. We owe our service men and 
women and all who have served before 
a great deal of gratitude.

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, tonight, an im-
pending threat to our nation and its allies sits 
ready to strike at a given opportunity. Weap-
ons of mass destruction, both chemical and bi-
ological, have been developed and stockpiled. 
Saddam Hussein, a dictator who has per-
formed unthinkable atrocities, commands the 
soldiers who could launch them on Israel, on 
Saudi Arabia or even a city in the United 
States. 

Tonight, as I see it, there is two very dif-
ferent kinds of hope—hope that is reasonable 
and hope that is not. 

Hope that is reasonable understands the 
consequences of inaction. By preventing a 
madman addicted to weapons of mass de-
struction from slaughtering innocent people, 
we can imagine a new democratically elected 
government committed to peace and pros-
perity. 

Hope that is not reasonable relies on a dic-
tator who strives for power and destruction to 
abdicate his authority and allow unconditional 
searches of his production plants and palaces 
by the United Nations and the United States. 

Hope that is not reasonable thinks that Sad-
dam Hussein will comply with the 16 U.N. Se-
curity Council Resolutions that he has defied 
for more than a decade. 

Hope that is not reasonable will trust this 
murder of innocent lives to stop gassing, in-
timidating and killing people that live within his 
countries borders. 

Tonight, I rise to encourage my colleagues 
to provide reasonable hope to the people of 
Iraq by granting President Bush the authority 
to take care of the threat posed by Hussein 
and his regime, either diplomatically or with 
our armed forces. 

This resolution is one of the most important 
votes each of us will ever cast. I urge support 
for reasonable hope and encourage my col-
leagues to pass this resolution.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in strong support of H.J. Resolution 114, the 
Authorization for the Use of Military Force 
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against Iraq and in strong support of President 
Bush as he leads our nation in this most dan-
gerous time. 

We are here today to debate a resolution 
which would authorize the United States to 
sue military force to disarm and possibly re-
move Saddam Hussein from his tyrannical 
reign in Iraq. But let’s be clear, this vote is 
about whether we, the United States House of 
Representatives, supports going to war to stop 
Saddam Hussein. It means putting our brave 
young men and women in uniform in harm’s 
way and possibly putting them on the most 
dangerous of battlefields—one where the 
enemy may resort to weapons of mass de-
struction in his final desperate hour. 

In deciding on how to vote on this resolution 
we must debate and answer one question; 
does the Iraqi regime under Saddam Hussein 
pose enough of an immediate danger to the 
United States and peace to warrant going to 
war to end that danger? 

In my opinion, the answer is a resolute but 
somber yes. 

To me, these vital facts stand out in this de-
bate. 

First, Saddam Hussein possesses chemical 
and biological weapons of mass destruction. 
He has enough anthrax to kill millions of peo-
ple. Most of his biological stockpile has never 
been accounted for. He has thousands of tons 
of chemical weapons to include VX gas, sarin 
gas, and mustard gas. And we know, as 
President Bush revealed on Monday, that he 
is feverishly working to gain nuclear weapons. 

Second, Saddam Hussein has a clear his-
tory of using weapons of mass destruction. 
During the Iraq-Iran war in the eighties, he or-
dered that chemical weapons be used against 
his enemy on the battle field. He ordered 
chemical attacks against his own people and 
tens of thousands of innocent men, women, 
and children died a horrible death.

Third, Saddam Hussein has unabashedly 
disregarded the rule of international law and 
the demands of the United Nations. Since his 
aggression against Kuwait was stopped in 
1991, the Iraqi regime has ignored U.N. reso-
lution after U.N. resolution to disarm. Over a 
period from 1991 to 1998, the Iraqi regime has 
lied and deceived in the most systematic way 
to conceal its collection of weapons of mass 
destruction. To make matters worse the forces 
of Saddam Hussein have also aggressively 
fired on American and British pilots enforcing 
the United Nation’s no-fly zones with the intent 
to kill over 750 times. 

And fourth, and potentially most chilling, 
Saddam Hussein is working in concert with 
terrorist organizations around the world includ-
ing al Qaeda. We know that agents of the 
Iraqi regime and al Qaeda have held high 
level contact dating back more than a decade. 
We know that many al Qaeda members fled 
Afghanistan and now reside in Iraq. And we 
know that Saddam Hussein proudly celebrated 
the terrorist attacks on our Nation on Sep-
tember 11, 2001. 

Given Saddam’s violent history, the weap-
ons of mass destruction in his possession, his 
flagrant disregard for the United Nations, and 
his current association with al Qaeda, the an-
swer to the question I posed earlier is clear. 
Yes, we must pass this resolution and yes we 
must be willing to go to war to end the threat 
from Saddam Hussein once and for all. 

It is my hope that the U.N. Security Council 
will vote to support military action against the 

Iraqi regime if it does not submit to inter-
national rule and allow U.N. inspectors com-
plete and unfettered access to the country. Al-
though I do not hold out hope that Saddam 
Hussein, given his duplicitous actions of the 
past, will submit to the United Nation’s will to 
allow U.N. inspectors in his country to find and 
dismantle all of Iraq’s weapons of mass de-
struction, we must attempt all diplomatic op-
tions. I also urge President Bush to continue 
to work with our allies to build an international 
coalition in support of any necessary military 
action. His speech before the United Nations 
on September 12 of this year laid an excellent 
groundwork for this coalition. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say that I am su-
premely confident that if it comes to war that 
our brave young men and women in uniform 
will grandly succeed and perform to the high-
est standards of their proud traditions. I am 
also secure in the leadership of President 
Bush and his administration and the counsel 
he will receive from this body. 

Let us go forth with this debate in the spirit 
that good and honest people—including the 
Members of this House—can disagree, but 
with the knowledge that in the end should we 
go to war we are as one. One voice for peace, 
one voice for defense of our freedom, and one 
voice for the security of the world. 

I strongly urge all my colleagues to support 
this resolution.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I join my many es-
teemed colleagues today in support of this 
resolution authorizing the President to use 
force against Iraq. This is an historic moment 
for our country—a moment that should not be 
taken lightly. This is hopefully the last chapter 
in a long saga of our country’s effort to deal 
with the threats of Saddam Hussein and his 
cruel regime. We have already given Saddam 
every chance to prevent war. We have spent 
ten years working through multilateral institu-
tions, diplomatic channels, and the United Na-
tions, trying to convince him to change. We 
have tried using sanctions to control his ac-
cess to weapons. We have tried sending 
weapons inspectors into Iraq to find and dis-
mantle his weapons of mass destruction. 

Mr. Speaker, none of these efforts have 
brought any success. On the contrary, Sad-
dam has only continued his brutal oppression 
of his own people, his weapons of mass de-
struction programs, and his support for ter-
rorist groups that are committed to attacking 
America. Over the past ten years, he has 
made a mockery of the United Nations and 
multilateral diplomacy. He has systematically 
undermined United Nations resolutions that 
were designed to disarm and reform his re-
gime. He threw out weapons inspectors in 
1998 and has aggressively rebuilt his weap-
ons of mass destruction programs. And he 
has targeted America, attempting to assas-
sinate former President George Bush in 1993. 

The proverbial ‘‘last straw’’ that pushed us 
to action was when we realized that Saddam 
could strike us on our home soil just as easily 
as Osama bin Laden and the Al Qaeda net-
work did on September 11, 2001. We know 
that Saddam is all too willing to use weapons 
of mass destruction against his enemies. To 
hope that he will keep these weapons as ‘‘de-
terrent’’ and never use them is to stick our 
heads in the sand and ignore over 20 years of 
history. Mr. Speaker, we have an obligation to 
defend ourselves in the face of Saddam’s 
threats. We cannot afford to remain silent 
while our enemies plot their next attack. 

We make this decision because we have 
exhausted all other options. King Solomon, in 
his wisdom, wrote, ‘‘There is a time for every-
thing: a time to be born and a time to die, a 
time to kill and a time to heal . . . a time to 
be silent and a time to speak . . . a time for 
war and a time for peace.’’ Mr. Speaker, now 
is the time to break our silence, now is the 
time to finish the process Saddam himself 
began in 1990. It is time for the United States 
to use the full force of its military to remove 
Saddam and give the people of Iraq the op-
portunity to live in peace and security. I urge 
my colleagues to support the President during 
this critical time in our nation’s history and to 
vote in favor of this resolution.

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, today we are con-
sidering a resolution that, without a doubt, 
weighs heavy on everyone’s heart. To cast a 
vote on whether or not to authorize our Presi-
dent to use military force against an enemy is 
one of the most important responsibilities we 
have as Members of Congress. 

This is not an easy decision. It is a very 
complex state of affairs that will have foreign 
policy and national security implications for 
many years—beyond the service of many 
Members here today. 

So, we must not simply think about today, 
but we must also think about what the future 
holds. With this said, we must look at the big 
picture. It is a complex picture, but there are 
several things we do know for sure. 

(1) For many years, Saddam Hussein has 
brutally oppressed his people. He has com-
mitted mass murder, mass starvation, and 
gross violations of human rights. 

(2) Saddam Hussein has developed chem-
ical and biological weapons with the capability 
to attack neighboring countries, like Israel, Jor-
dan, and Saudi Arabia—our allies. 

(3) Saddam has already used chemical and 
biological weapons against his own people 
and his enemies—we know he is not afraid to 
use them. 

(4) Saddam has vowed to use these weap-
ons against anyone or any country that stands 
in his way, including the U.S., our allies, and 
even the Shia population in his own country. 

(5) Saddam is seeking nuclear weapons 
and is not far from obtaining this capability, 
and 

(6) For over a decade, Saddam has rou-
tinely disregarded the will of the U.N. and ob-
structed its weapons inspectors. 

I could go on, but the point is clear. Saddam 
is a tyrant and a madman that poses a direct 
threat to the United States, our allies, and his 
own people. His reign of terror must end. 

That is why we are here today. And that is 
why we must pass this resolution and show 
the international community and Iraq that the 
United States speaks with a single voice. We 
should show Saddam and his regime that his 
days are numbered.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, as we 
debate this extremely important resolution, I 
feel compelled to voice my concerns and 
those of my constituents who are very uneasy 
with the way President Bush has presented 
his case. In the minds of many, President 
Bush has failed to make a convincing case for 
using military force against Iraq. Throughout 
our history, this country has not militarily at-
tacked another nation-state for any other rea-
son except for self defense. 

As a member of the House International Re-
lations Committee, I offered an amendment 
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that would have addressed many of these 
concerns by making the resolution more nar-
row and precise in scope. Unfortunately, this 
amendment was not passed in Committee, 
and I was not allowed to offer my alternative 
on the floor today. 

Thus, I face what will certainly be the most 
important vote I will ever cast with a very 
heavy heart, knowing that my vote could put 
our men and women in harm’s way. While the 
resolution we are voting on today does not ad-
dress all of my concerns, it has come a long 
way since the early days of the Administration 
rhetoric. Just two months ago, President Bush 
and his advisors where talking albout using 
force first, rather than last, and taking unilat-
eral action to facilitate regime change in order 
to confront an imminent threat from Iraq. While 
the President has not convinced me that Iraq 
is a clear and present danger to the security 
of the United States, today, as reflected in this 
resolution, the President is committed to work-
ing with the United Nations to build a coalition 
to disarm Saddam Hussein. Furthermore, 
knowing the historical background of Saddam 
Hussein, only a resolution that gives the Presi-
dent the credible threat of force will give 
America and the world a chance to disarm him 
without engaging in war. Thus, I will support 
House Joint Resolution 114. 

Mr. Speaker, if force proves necessary, we 
must forge a coalition of other countries sup-
porting and participating with our armed forces 
to the greatest extent practical. A formidable, 
multilateral alliance, similar to the one assem-
bled during the Persian Gulf War, is necessary 
before, during and after the war, and will help 
continue the momentum in the international 
war on terrorism. The United States should re-
solve the situation using all of the political and 
diplomatic resources at our disposal, keeping 
in mind that military action is sometimes the 
only option available. 

Although I will support this resolution, I still 
have a number of concerns: this resolution will 
give the President broad authority to make 
war form any reasons well beyond disarming 
Saddam Hussein of his weapons of mass de-
struction (WMD), and the resolution’s standard 
to justify going to war is too low. 

In an attempt to address this and other con-
cerns, I offered an amendment in the House 
International Relations Committee, similar to a 
proposal authored by Senators BIDEN and 
LUGAR, which makes perfectly clear that the 
goal of the resolution is disarmament. To that 
end, the amendment would have limited the 
President’s war-making power by focusing the 
authorization to use military force on securing 
the dismantlement of Iraq’s weapons of mass 
destruction, not human rights violations, pris-
oners of war, or the failure to return property 
as called for under the resolution we debate 
today. 

In addition, my amendment emphasized the 
importance of international support and en-
couraged the President to exhaust diplomatic 
efforts at the UN, while reserving the right to 
act unilaterally if the UN fails to approve a 
new resolution requiring the dismantlement of 
Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction in a timely 
fashion. 

Lastly, the amendment would have raised 
the standard for justification of going to war by 
elevating the risk assessment from ‘‘con-
tinuing’’ to ‘‘grave’’. The U.S. faces many con-
tinuing risks but they do not warrant the use 
of military force. By requiring the President to 

inform Congress that Iraq’s weapons of mass 
destruction pose a ‘‘grave’’ risk to the United 
States, the amendment raised the standard 
which must be met before placing American 
men and women in harm’s way, something 
President Bush’s resolution fails to do. Re-
member, President Bush warned that Iraq is a 
‘‘grave and gathering’’ danger during his ex-
cellent speech to the United Nations General 
Assembly on September 12, 2002. 

Unfortunately, as I mentioned earlier, my 
amendment did not pass the House Inter-
national Relations Committee and it was not 
made in order by the Rules Committee. 

The authority this Congress is about to give 
to the President must be used judiciously. 
After all, war is the ultimate failure of diplo-
macy. I expect that after this important author-
ity is granted, Congress and the President will 
closely work together.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BOOZMAN). Pursuant to section 3 of 
House Resolution 574, the Chair 
postpones further consideration of the 
joint resolution until the legislative 
day of Wednesday.

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for October 7 
and today on account of official busi-
ness. 

Mr. KANJORSKI (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT) for today until 2:00 p.m. on 
account of official business in the dis-
trict. 

Ms. SOLIS (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for today on account of per-
sonal business. 

Mr. FERGUSON (at the request of Mr. 
ARMEY) for today on account of attend-
ing a funeral.

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SCHIFF) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GREEN of Texas, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.

f 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 

A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows:

S. Con. Res. 150. Concurrent resolution 
welcoming her Majesty Queen Sirikit of 
Thailand on her visit to the United States, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
International Relations.

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord-

ingly (at 12 o’clock and 36 minutes 
a.m.), the House adjourned until today, 
Wednesday, October 9, 2002, at 10 a.m.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

9540. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting his re-
quest to make funds available for the De-
partment of the Treasury’s Counter-
terrrorism Fund; (H. Doc. No. 107—271); to 
the Committee on Appropriations and or-
dered to be printed. 

9541. A letter from the Deputy Congres-
sional Liason, Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, transmitting the 
Board’s final rule — Regulation Z; Truth in 
Lending [Docket No. R-1130] received Octo-
ber 7, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 

9542. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting the listing of all outstanding Letters 
of Offer to sell any major defense equipment 
for $1 million or more; the listing of all Let-
ters of Offer that were accepted, as of June 
30, 2002, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(a); to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

9543. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department 
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Security Zones; Pas-
senger Vessels, Portland, Maine, Captain of 
the Port Zone [CGD01-02-114] (RIN: 2115-
AA97) received October 4, 2002, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

9544. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department 
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Security Zones; Lower 
Mississippi River, Southwest Pass Sea Buoy 
to Mile Marker 96.0, New Orleans, LA [COTP 
New Orleans-02-005] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received 
October 7, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

9545. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department 
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Handling of Class 1 (Ex-
plosive) Materials or Other Dangerous Car-
goes within or Continguous to Waterfront 
Facilities [USCG-1998-4302] (RIN: 2115-AE22) 
received October 7, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

9546. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department 
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Security Zone; Calvert 
Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant, Chesapeake Bay, 
Calvert County, Maryland [CGD05-01-071] 
(RIN: 2115-AA97) received October 4, 2002, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

9547. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department 
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Shipping; Technical and 
Conforming Amendments [USCG-2002-13058] 
(RIN: 2115-AG48) received October 4, 2002, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

9548. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department 
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